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CURRENT TOPICS. 





Ir 1s UNDERSTOOD that an order of transfer of seventy-five actions 
from the list of Mr. Justice Pearson to that of Mr. Justice Norn, 
for the purpose of trial or hearing only, will be made in the course 
of a day or two. 





WE HAVE BEEN ASKED to publish the announcement, which we 
print elsewhere, as to the order of business of the Court of Appeal 
during the Hilary Sittings. It is important to observe that on the 
first three days of the sittings each Division of the Court of 
Appeal will take its ordinary business, but after that day both 
Divisions will take chancery appeals. In Court of Appeal, No. 1, 
appeals from Vice-Chancellor Bacon and Mr. Justice Pzarsox will 
be taken ; and in Court of Appeal, No. 2, appeals from Mr. Jus- 
tice Kay, Mr. Justice Currry, and Mr. Justice Nortn. Appeals 
from the Court of the County Palatine of Lancaster and from the 
Bankruptcy Court will be taken by Court of Appeal, No. 1, and 
those from the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division by Court 
of Appeal, No. 2. This arrangement will last until the judges 
return from circuit. 





Tue case oF Mitchell v. Mitchell, before Mr. Justice Currry 
last week, was an action brought to decide whether the de- 
fendant was liable for money paid by him as manager of a 
colliery to his solicitor, for the purpose of being paid into court, 
pursuant to an order, and which the solicitor had misappro- 
priated. One of the arguments on the part of the plaintiffs was 
that the defendant should have required his solicitor to send 
him an office copy of the certificate of payment into court, and it 
was sought to set upa practice in the profession of so doing. 
There was, however, the evidence of several eminent solicitors that 
no such practice exists. Apart from the question whether it is 
customary for solicitors to transmit to their clients an office copy 
of the paymaster’s certificate of money having been paid into court, 
it is difficult to see how an ordinary suitor can be affected with 
knowledge that such a practice exists, or even that such a 
document exists. When a solicitor pays money into court he 
procures from the paymaster a form of request, and, taking that 
and the money to the bank, he gets from the bank a receipt, which 
discharges the actual bearer of the money. The form of request, 
having on it a certificate in which the bank notifies to the paymaster 
the fact of payment, is remitted to and filed by him ; and of this last 
document anyone concerned can procure an office copy. As a mat- 
ter of fact, an office copy of this certificate is seldom taken, because 
the solicitor has the receipt for the money in his possession, and that 
receipt, combined with a certificate of the fund in court, or in some 
cases with a transcript of the account, is sufficient for all purposes. It 
would possibly be a wise precaution for a solicitor to show to his 
client the bank receipt for money paid into court; but Mr. Justice 
Currry held that there was no foundation for charging the client 
with lialility for the loss of the money in consequence of his not 
demanding that document, or an office copy of the certificate of 
payment in. 





By rar THE Most mporTaNT of the cases which have lately arisen 
in connection with the powers and duties of official receivers came 
before Mr. Justice Cave on Tuesday last, on a motion by the 
trustee in the bankruptcy of Messrs. Parxer. The facts in Jn re 
Parker & Parker, Ex parte The Trustee, were very simple. The 


the furniture and effects of the debtors. It was admitted that the 
interests of the creditors had not suffered by the action of the 
Chief Official Receiver in realizing the property at once, instead of 
waiting for the appointment of a trustee, and of course as he is 
not paid by a percentage, he could have no personal motive 
in selling; but it was contended that, in directing a sale, 
he had exceeded his powers, and the court was asked to 
declare the sale irregular, and to order the Board of Trade 
to refund to the trustee the fees and percentages retained by 
them under Table D., being £6 per cent. ‘‘ on the net assets realized 
or brought to credit by the official receiver.” Counsel for the 
trustee contended that, although the official receiver was, by virtue 
of section 54 (1), trustee for the purposes of the Act until the 
appointment of a trustee, he had no power to order the sale of 
the debtor’s property ; that the official receiver's duties were pre- 
scribed by section 70; and that, under that section, he could only 
exercise the powers of an interim receiver or manager. The Solicitor- 
General, for the Chief Official Receiver, argued that, inasmuch as the 
sale took place after adjudication, it was autborized by the Act. Ac- 
cording to the construction put upon the Act by the Solicitor-General, 
an official receiver, before the appointment of a creditors’ trustee, 
filled two capacities—that of a trustee, with all the powers of 
a creditors’ trustee, under section 54, and that of an interim re- 
ceiver, under section 70, and that in his former capacity he was 
justified in selling. The learned judge decided that section 70 was 
the governing section, and that the sale was irregular, and ordered 
that the fees and percentages retained by the Board of Trade should 
be paid by them to the trustee. It seems to be impossible to take 
exception tothe construction which the learned judge placed upon the 
sections in dispute. But although the proposition of the Solicitor- 
General, that the powers of an official receiver, when acting as 
trustee, sre the same as those of a creditors’ trustee, was an ex- 
tremely strong one, and one which Mr. Justice Cave very properly, 
as we think, altogether declined to accept; still it is possible 
that the efficiency of the Act may be impaired by an official 
receiver being prohibited, under. all possible circumstances, from 
realizing before the appointment of a creditors’ trustee. Circum- 
stances may arise where, although the property is not of a perishable 
nature, it may be very desirable, in the interest of the creditors, that 
a prompt realization should take place. In this particular case the 
Board of Trade had not ordered the Chief Official Receiver to sell. 
If the Department had so ordered it might, perhaps, have been 
argued that the Chief Official Receiver was justified, by section 70 
(2), in the course he adopted. This point was mentioned incidentally 
in the course of the argument, but the learned judge declined to 
express an opinion upon it. There is one question, however, upon 
which every one will be agreed. It is certainly not desirable that 
a direct inducement to realize should be offered to an official re- 
ceiver in the shape of a percentage of £6 per cent. on the assets 
realized. Mr. Justice Cave remarked that this particular payment 
by fees must make it difficult for an official receiver to act with 


. strict impartiality ; and the intimation of the Solicitor-General that 


the Board of Trade intend to re-arrange the system of fees, will be 
received with satisfaction. Notice of appeal was given on behalf 
of the Chief Official Receiver, but we have reason to believe that 
it will be considered desirable to accept Mr. Justice Cave’s deci- 
sion as final. 





Ir sxems quite clear that some step will shortly have to be 
taken by the authorities to regulate, more strictly than they 
are at present regulated, proceedings by B a ser in person. 
The evils arising from the present state things are two in 
number—first, that arising to the defendant himself from being 
liable to be harassed by persons whose case has been declined both by 
solicitor and counsel for lack of merits; and, secondly, that arising 





Chief Official Receiver, after adjudication, but before the appoint- 
ment of a creditors’ trustee, gave directions for the sale of some of 


to other litigants from the block of business caused by the inordin- 
ate length to which causes conducted by plaintiffs in 2 are 
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likely to be protracted. The Rules of Court, following the 
Common Law Procedure Act, expressly recognize the rights (which 
are undoubted, and which it would be unjust and absurd to 
abolish altogether) of plaintiffs in person; ord. 4, r. 2, making 
special provision that where a plaintiff sues in person he “shall 
indorse upon the writ his place of residence and occupation,” and 
also, if his place of residence shall be more than three miies from 
the Royal Courts, another proper place, to be called his address for 
service, which shail not be more than three miles from the 
Royal Courts, ‘‘ where writs, notices, pleadings, petitions, 
and other . Written communications may be left for 
him.” It is also prescribed (ord. 19, r. 4) that a party 
suing or defending in person must sign his pleading. The 
only exceptions to the rule that every person has a right to be 
heard without the interposition of professional assistance, are the 
cases of an application for a mandamus, which, according to the 
long-established practice of the courts now represented by the High 
Court, can be made by counsel only, and the case of an appeal to 
the House of Lords, which, by standing order 2, cannot be enter- 
tained unless the petition of appeal ‘‘ be signed, and the reasonable- 
ness thereof certified, by two counsel who shall have attended as 
counsel in the court below, or shall purpose attending as counsel at 
the hearing in this House.” What further restrictions is it necessary 
or desirable to impose ? Perhaps it would not be unreasonable to give 
power to enforce security for costs in cases where a plaintiff proposes 
to appear in person ; but it would be necessary to frame an express 
rule for the purpose, the present rule, ord. 65, r. 6, only giving the 
court power as to the amount, &c., of the security, and not specifying 
the cases in which the security may be required. As to regula- 
tion of a trial, it seems almost needless to point out that a party in 
person ought, at least, to have no more latitude than a party 
appearing by counsel, either in the numerous steps of procedure in 
which he fs likely to slip, or in the calling, examination, and cross- 
examination of witnesses. In one point, perhaps, less latitude may: 
fairly be allowed, and that is in the curtailment of, if not the dis- 
pensing with, an “opening,” in which only a very exceptionally 
gifted party in person may be expected to refrain from irrelevance, 
unfairness, and prolixity. 





Iz 1s By No means the universal opinion of the profession that 
the decision of Mr. Justice Kay in the case of Jn re Dickson, upon 
which we commented last week, will be sustained. And, indeed, 
the difficulties with which the Legislature have thought fit, in 
their wisdom, to beset every possible solution of the question, are 
so appallingly great, that a suspense of judgment seems, under the 
circumstances, to be the safest attitude to be assumed in practice. 
The reader will have noticed in some of*the reports of the case 
some remarks made about the case of Jn re Cotton (24 W. R. 243, 
L. R. 1 Ch. D. 232). We are not quite sure that we fully under- 
stand the meaning of these observations; but since that case also 
offers a strong confirmation of the views which we enforced last 
week, we propose to make a few observations of our own upon it. 
The reader will remember the crucial passage of section 26 of Lord 
Cranworth’s Act, ‘the whole or any part of the income to which 
such infant may be entitled in respect of such property.” Now in 
In re Cotton, as in the case of In re George, upon which we com- 
mented last week, a question arose upon these words. In the former 
case, the infant was contingently entitled both to the corpus and 
to the intermediate income; and it was held that, by virtue of 
the words above cited in italics, the income might be applied 
towards his maintenance. This, it will be observed, was equiva- 
lent to saying, that in the above-cited passage of Lord Cranworth’s 
Act, the word entitled may be read as meaning contingently 
entitled. Afterwards, in Jn re George, as we pointed out last 
week, it was held that, where the infant was not entitled at all, 
the section did not apply. If, under these circumstances, Parlia- 
ment was desirous of revising the language of the above-cited 
enactment, in such a way as to adopt and make obvious the already 
settled law, we suppose that the humblest and least acute member 
of the legal profession would be quite capable of suggesting to them 
a form of words far better adapted to the purpose than the form 
which was actually employed. Any conveyancer of the fifth or 
tenth rate would be quite capable of pointing out, that the addition 
of the words, either contingently or absolutely, to the word entitled 


— 


Kay's decision, a most difficult tax upon our faith. To suppose 


in using the words, income of that property, to signify what is meant 
by the words, income to which such infant may be either outa 
or absolutely entitled, is a hypothesis which transcends our limited 
powers of imagination. We, therefore, are compelled to suppose, 


. | that the learned judge has amended the Act, not interpreted it. 


We readily admit that his version is a great improvement upon the 
text ; and we only wish that he had been consulted upon the 
subject before the Act was passed instead of afterwards. The 
question is, whether it is not now too late. Under these circum- 
stances, we are of opinion, that the law upon this point must be 
regarded as now unsettled, though it was thoroughly well ascer- 
tained before the Act of 1881 came to unsettle it. The practical 
conclusion follows, that all wills and settlements containing gifts 
like that in In re George and In re Dickson, must, for the future, 
contain express directions as to maintenance. 





In THE mwpoRTaNT casE of Reg. v. Essex it was held last week, 
by Marnew and Day, JJ., that the well-known rule of Hammer- 
smith Railway Company v. Brand (L. R. 4. H. L. 171)—that 
compensation under the Lands Clauses Act can only be given for 
damage arising from the construction, as distinguished from the 
user, of the public works thereby authorized—does not apply in 
cases where lands of the claimant are taken. The facts were 
simple in the extreme, part of the claimant’s land having been 
taken for a sewage farm under the Public Health Act (which 


incorporates the Lands Clauses Act), and the other part, which - 


was not taken, having been materially depreciated in value by the 
contiguity of the sewage farm established upon the part which 
was taken. Inasmuch as the case of Re Stockport, Timperley, and 
Altrincham Railway Oompany (33 L. J. Q. B. 251), in which 
Crompton, J., decided this exact point in the same manner, has 
never been expressly overruled, the judgment must be taken to 
have been technically correct ; and it may be added that, frequently 
as the Stockport case has been criticized since Brand’s case, it has 
perhaps been more often approved, in the House of Lords and else- 
where, than disapproved. But it is one thing to approve obiter the 
suspected judgment in a well-known case, and another to accept it 
as a binding authority, and we venture to predict that, when the 
Stockport case and Reg. v. Essex come before the House of Lords 
—as is probable, looking to the fact that the amount in dispute in 
Reg. v. Essex is £4,000, or thereabouts—that that House will 
decline to recognize an exception to the general law which, sup- 
ported though it may be by the dicta of eminent judges (see 
Buccleuch v. Metropolitan Beard of Works, L. R. 5 H, L. 418), 
has always appeared to us to be utterly wrong in principle, and, 
what is of more consequence, utterly unwarranted by anything in 
the Lands Clauses Act or any other Act of Parliament. As has 
been remarked, both by Lord Bracxsvrn and Lord Bramwe. 
prior to their elevation to the House of Lords, it is absurd to sup- 
pose that the taking of a claimant’s land should let him in to prove 
all sorts of damage for which he would not otherwise recover. 





Ir wilt BE sEEN from a case of Hoey v. Green, which is 
reported elsewhere, that Mr. Justice Pzarson does not assent to 
the hard and fast rule laid down by Mr. Justice Kay in Fry v. 
Tapson (33 W. R. 113), that trustees must in no case advance on 
mortgage more than half the estimated value of house property. 
Mr. Justice Prarson says that the true rule is that which we have 
always contended for—viz., that ‘trustees must act with at least 
all the circumspection that a prudent owner Would use in dealing 
with his own property.” But he added that, while he did not 
say it was an absolute rule, there was a rule which “ was to be 
acted on in all but exceptional cases,” that the advance on leasehold 
houses should not exceed half the estimated value. An important 
part of Mr. Justice Prarson’s judgment is that in which he lays 
down the rule, which we must add to those we gave last week, 
with reference to trustees’ investments on mortgage—viz., that 
trustees must not lend trust money on houses which have never 
been let. 
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DISTRESS ON AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS. | ered 


By virtue of the 44th section of the Agricultural Holdings Act, 
1883, only one year’s arrears of rent due in respect of agricultural 
holdings may be distrained for, but that section contains a special 
proviso in favour of landlords who had arrears due to them at the 
time of the passing of the Act (August 25, 1883), “ which 
grears,” it is enacted, ‘‘ shall be recoverable by distress up the Ist 
day of January, 1885, to the same extent as if this Act had not 

.” The operation of this proviso, however, is confined 
to the 44th section itself, and where the longstanding arrears 
are distrained for by virtue of the proviso, they must be 
distrained for subject to the many other restrictions and 
limitations imposed by the remaining six sections of the Act 
which amend the law of distress in respect to agricultural hold- 
ings. As it may unfortunately happen that the remedy of distress 


’ will be resorted to with some frequency before the end of the year, 


we propose to pass the “‘ distress sections” of the Agricultural 
Holdings Act briefly in review ; to explain, as well as we can, some 
of the many difficulties of construction which present themselves 
upon those sections, and to comment upon points of general law 
in connection with those sections. 

The first difficulty is presented by section 44 itself. That 
section, as we have said, enacts that not more than one year’s arrears 
may be distrained for (with the exception for the arrears before 
mentioned), but adds the proviso that, “where it appears that, 
according to the ordinary course of dealing between the land- 
lord and tenant, the payment of the rent has been allowed to be 
deferred until the expiration of a quarter of a year or half a year after 
the date at which such rent legally became due, then, for the pur- 
pore of this section, the rent shall be deemed to have become due at 
the expiration of such quarter or half year, and not at the date at 
which it legally became due.” That rents are usually, in fact, 
paid a long time after they have become legally due is, unhappily, 
too well known ; but to amount to ‘‘an ordinary course of deal- 
ing,” we think it clear that there must have been some fairly 
long-established practice, recognized on both sides, of deferred 
collection of rent. But it is to be observed that the section speaks 
of exact periods of quarter and half years: That this expression 
will cover the practice of collecting after a quarter or half year 
there can be no doubt; but will it also cover the very general 
practice of collection after the legal date, but before the expiration 
of the quarter or a half year? The delay being in favour of the 
tenant only, a common-sense construction would seem to require 
that the landlord should have the advantage of these few extra 
weeks or months; but on careful consideration of the difficulty, 
we have come to the conclusion that the specific words of the 
section cannot be got over, and that a deferred collection, short of 
a quarter, will count for nothing to the landlord in extending his 
year for distress. 

The 45th section exempts absolutely from distress agricultural 
machinery bond fide hired for farming purposes, and “live stock of 
all kinds which is the bon# fide property of a person other than 
the tenant,” and is on the premises solely for breeding purposes, 
and also exempts sub modo live stock agisted at a fair price. 
It will be observed that this section is replete with securities for a 
landlord against fraud, the word ‘bond fide” occurring no less 
than four times therein. The question arises on whom lies the 
burden of proving bona fides. We think there can be little or no 
doubt that the burden will lie upon the tenant, upon the ground 
(1) that he who claims the benefit of an exemption must make out 

Claim ; and (2) that the party who, in the ordinary course of 
business, would be in the possession of certain evidence, is bound 
to produce that evidence. If the tenant’s conduct has been fair 
and right, it will be quite easy for him to show it. We must also 
call attention to the sub modo exemption, by 51 Hen. 3, of sheep, 
independently of the Agricultural Holdings Act, and to Keen v. 
Priest (28 L. J. Ex. 157), in which it was held that the owner of 
agisted sheep can, if they be distrained notwithstanding that there 
be other sufficient distress upon the premises, recover from the 
distrainer the fyll value of the sheep. In regard to. sheep, there- 
fore, the 45th section would seem to introduce no new exemption. 

The 46th section allows disputes as to distress to be heard either 
by a county court or by a court of jurisdiction, and enacts 


that either of such courts “‘ may make an order for restoration of any 


live stock or things unlawfully distrained, or may declare the price 


to be paid in the case where the price of the feeding is re- 
quired to be ascertained, or may make any other order which justice 
requires.”’ It should be observed that the very wide powers of 
this section are cumulative, and do not take away any right which 
the tenant may have to apply to the High Court for an injunction 
to restrain a distress (see Shaw v. Earl of Jersey, L. R. 4 C. P. D. 
359), or to sue for damages for unlawful, irregular, or excessive 
distress, nor would they prevent the tenant from availing himself 
of these remedies concurrently with the remedies given by the 
section. A difficult question arises as to the respective rights of 
the parties to a dispute where one of them resorts to a county court 
and the other to a court of summary jurisdiction for the determina- 
tion of the same dispute. Must or can either court decline juris- 
diction on the ground that the other is seised of the question to be 
determined ? Absurd though it may be, we can find no authority 
that justifies us in saying that proceedings may not be carried on 
before both courts simultaneously, in one court by the action of the 
landlord, in the other by the action of the tenant. As soon, how: 
ever, as a decision is pronounced by either court, the rule of res 
judicata would seem to apply, and proceedings before the court 
which had not pronounced a decision would necessarily drop. 

Passing over the 47th section, providing that compensation for 
improvements, when ascertained, may be set off against rent, and 
only the balance distrained for; and the 48th, excluding the re- 
moval by certivrari of orders of a county court or of justices, which 
do not appear to call for any special remark ; we come to the restric- 
tion upon the costs of a distress prescribed by section 49. This 
section enacts that ‘‘no person whatsoever making any distress” 
for more than £20 on a holding to which the Act applies 
“shall be entitled to any other or more costs and charges 
than those set forth in the second schedule hereto.” Here it 
should be mentioned that where the sum distrained for is £20 or 
less, the seale of charges has long been fixed by 57 Geo. 3, ¢. 38, 
and it may not be so well known as it ought to be that the 6th 
section of that Act, which lays upon every “‘ broker or other per- 
son” distraining the obligation to give a copy of his charges to 
the party whose goods are distrained upon, is of general applica- 
tion, and imposes the duty upon every person distraining on an 
agricultural holding of supplying a copy of the new scale pro- 
vided in the case of distress. This scale, we may remark, 
follows, item for item, the scale suggested by Mr. Waugh, 
M.P., to the House of Commons’ Committee on the Law of 
Distress. It contains an important provision in favour of the land- 
lord, going beyond the common law in giving him “reasonable 
costs and charges where distress id withdrawn, or where no sale 
takes place, and for negotiations between landlord and tenant 
respecting the distress.” The;landlord’s solicitor’s charges, there- 
fore, which fall upon the landlord exclusively if a distress be per: 
sisted in, can apparently be recovered from the tenant if it be not 
realized. 


In connection with the 50th section, which very usefully 
abolishes the necessity of appraisement before sale, and provides for 
the removal, at the request of the tenant, of goods distrained to a 
public aucticn-room ‘or other fit place” for sale, we should point 
out that the landlord, although by virtue of the section he can 
no longer charge the costs of appraisement on the tenant, will 
in some cases be well advised to have an appraisement before sale, 
and that there appears to be no necessity that the sale should be . 
by auction, notwithstanding the direction to remove the goods to a 
public auction-room. As before the Act, the landlord may, with 
the consent of the tenant, be himself a buyer. (See King v. 
England, 4 B. & S. 782, per Blackburn, J.) ; 

The 51st section extends the time for a replevy provided by the 
Act 2 W. & M.c. 5, from five days to fifteen, but the extension is 
only to take place “if the tenant or owner make a request in 
writing in that behalf to the landlord or other person levying the 
distress, and also give security for any additional costs that may 
be occasioned by such extension of time.” 

The 52nd section, which concludes Part II. of the Act, prescribes 
that no person “shall act as a bailiff to levy any distress’ on an 
agricultural holding ‘unless he shall be authorized to act as a 
bailiff by a certificate in writing under the hand of the judge of a 
county court,” and also provides for the of a sufficient 
prereg Ragheb beak yes yy ges. It will be observed 
that the prohibition is of “as a bailiff” “to levy any 
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distress.”” It is clear that the landlord may himself act in levying 
without any certificate, and equally clear that his agent may not, 
unless he be certificated. But may the landlord satisfy the Act 
by personally levying in the first instance, and handing over to his 
own uncertificated bailiff the working out of the distress from 
levy to sale? It may be argued that such a construction of the 
section would practically deprive tenants of its benefit, for the 
mere levy is the act of an hour or so, whereas the preparation of 
the inventory and the general working out of the distress usually 
occupies many days. Notwithstanding this argument, however, 
we think that the word “levy” in the section can only have its 
legal sense, and cannot be construed in any extended or pregnant 
sense, and that, therefore, if the landlord chooses personally to levy, 
he may appoint his uncertificated bailiff to carry on the distress, 
and to that extent nullify the Act. 








THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


I, ORGANIZATION GENERALLY, 
8. THE SoLiciror’s WRITTEN CoMPoOsITION —( Continued). 


WE considered in our last article the weak points in a solicitor’s 
professional education for the part of his duties of which the 
efficient discharge depends on his skill in the composition of letters 
and other documents not expressed in technical phraseology or 
framed with special reference to technical rules. We propose now 
to offer some few observations on the actual composition of the 
most important of all the documents falling within this class—the 
solicitor’s letters. We have selected these to the exclusion of all 
others, both because of their surpassing importance, and because 
their infinitely varied character render them the most appropriate 
to touch upon under the present general survey of our subject. 

We do not feel charged with a mission of instruction in letter- 
=ainges an art in the larger sense of such aterm. Such aphorisms as 
that a letter should be written so that its meaning may be readily 
and clearly apprehended, and that it should be concise and to the 
point, may be said to represent the syntax of the subject. Everyone 
subscribes to them in the abstract; many flagrantly disregard them 
in actual practice, and none would be likely to be influenced in the 
least one way or the other by reading them in print in the form of 
general observations. We are concerned rather to lay stress on 
points peculiarly coming home to the solicitor’s door, on which, if 
we may venture to say so, he may perchance pause and reflect with ad- 
vantage. If we may in to our aid a technical phrase much used in 
another place, we will do so by saying that we propose to refer to 
ti e solicitor’s letters in the two-fold aspect of ‘solicitor and client,’ 
and ‘ party and party.’ 

The main criticism to which we think a solicitor’s correspondence 
with his client is fairly open is a tendency to assume on the client’s 
part technical knowledge which he does not possess. We all know 
a certain type of doctor who has saturated his mind with the 
technical phrases of his art to such an extent that he seems quite 
incapable of calling the stomach the stomach, or the liver the liver, 


somewhat of a tendency in a similar direction, and, indeed, is it not 
a temptation to all men of pre 4 of a particular sub- 
ject to write and ; a8 g° were more or less 
common ground to mankind in general? It may be conceded that 
ere are some stock expressions which are comprehended 
without difficulty by the layman. Mostmen, for instance, know—some 
few have the best possible practical reasons for doing so—what is 
meant by barring an entail, or ens in a distress for rent. But 
the solicitor who writes to his client to say that an order has been 
made for discovery of documents, or that a rejoinder to the reply to 
the defence to the statement of claim has been delivered on behalf of 
the defendant, or that he has received requisitions on title, or that A. 
takes a contingent remainder under a settlement, and who gives no 
1 in plain elementary terms of what is meant by the ex- 
used, and of his object in bringing the fact to his client’s 
» can hardly be surprised if his communication fails to 
throw a 
an 
is 


: 


od of light upon its recipient, or even if he comes under 

of writing nonsense. We feel sure that many a letter 

which would undergo much revision if the writer 

ptr hoody ote veeet tee ra the — of his client, and to 
view how much illumination w 

himself derive from reading such an epistle. ihe 

Again, we think that there is a tendency to write too many letters 





to the client. Be it far from us to cast any slur upon a most noble” 

fession, but we are irresistibly tempted to borrow a second 
Hinstration from a certain class of medical man who is wont to 
visits at somewhat more frequent intervals than is alto, 
agreeable to the feelings and ts of his convalescent patient. If 
is, of course, often the case that the patient desires these attentions,” 
and would feel injured if his tongue and pulse were not subjected ip 

uent examination. Similarly, there are some clients who love tp 
be kept informed of every little detail, and to pour a cannonade gf 
letters into their solicitor’s office and receive a corresponding Erie 
totally i ive of there being anything to write or be written 
about. In such cases we confess that our code of morals is not exacting 
enough to blame either the doctor or the lawyer who, Da no 
encouragement himself, finds that he must humour a fancy w ich clieat 
or patient, as the case may be, can well afford to indulge, or must give 
dire offence. But, to drop the parallel we have attempted to draw, and 
come to our own concerns, we hold that, in the majority of 
cases, the mental attitude of a man who goes to his solicitor because 
he has been served with a writ, or is going to be married and has been 
asked to make a settlement, or desires to prove a will or administers 
trust, or for any other of the hundred causes which may impel him in 
that direction, is something after this fashion :—‘‘ I have come to you to 
do this business for me. e facts are so and so, and the object I 
have in view is so andso. Ido not in the least know what forms 
and ceremonies have to be gone through ; but that is your business, 
and I look to you to guide me through them. Upon any important 
question I shall, of course, be glad to see or hear from you; but 
please do not worry me needlessly about technical details.” 

There is one aspect of this matter which we desire to touch witha 
‘delicate hand, but cannot honestly pass by on the other side. The 
world is not perfect, and solicitors, in spite of what may be said on 
the one hand in a beatific after-dinner speech, or on the other hand by 
immaculate judges and peevish clients, are neither better nor worse 
than any other body of men of like numbers, education, and social 
position. We make no attack on the general body, and say only what 
we believe to be true, when we ex the opinion that such things 
are known as the writing of a letter for the primary reason of 
inserting a charge for the same in a bill of costs. Such a 
proceeding needs no castigation from us, and we mention it 
as a peg whereon to hang one reflection. It is that the habit of 
making money in this fashion, if once allowed to find an entrance, 
grows in so insensible and insidious a way, that the evil which lies at 
its root soon becomes concealed under a tangled growth of sophistries 
and absolute blindness to the real nature of the act. We are not exag- 

rating one atom when we declare that we have known men whose 

ives are otherwise models of — integrity, and who would be 
horrified if charged with any dishonourable act, and who yet have not 
felt any sense of shame in carrying on business upon principles in 
which the bill of costs comes first and the client’s real needs second. 
The virtuous desire of Mr. Vholes, to make provision for his maiden 
daughters at the expense of the parties to the suit of Jarndyce v. 
Jarndyce, points a moral and adorns a tale. In dealing hereafter 
with the solicitor’s costs we may have occasion to recur to this 
matter somewhat more exhaustively as applied to a larger range of 
the solicitor’s work. 
ing now to the solicitor’s correspondence with his brethren, 
we are im to observe, in the first place, that there is a tendency 
on the part of many solicitors to cultivate a very needless and injudi- 
cious degree of combativeness in their letters. This applies not only 
to those who are wont to indulge in that propensity in verbal as 
well as in written communications. There are many men in whose 
mouths butter will not melt at a personal interview, who seem to 
assume the characteristics of the porcupine immediately they take 
in hand. An imaginary incident, such as the following, will, we 
think, recall to the minds of most of our readers a correspondi 
occurrence in real life. Solicitor A. writes to Solicitor B. to 
that a certain document may be produced for his inspection on 
behalf of a client. Back writes Solicitor B. at once to say that 
Solicitor A.’s client has no right whatever to inspect the document, 
and he must decline to produce it. Solicitor A. then calls on 
Solicitor B. to argue the point. Solicitor B. immediately gives way 
all along the line, and produces the document there and th 
indicating probably that there never was any real objection, 
that he is anxious to facilitate in every way, &c., &c. And this, 
, Within twenty-four hours after writing a regular Guards- 
ie-but-never-surrender style of epistle! ~ 
There is not, we think, much di ty in tracing this inconsistency 
of conduct to ites source. The solicitor, as a rule, soon becomes in- 
ined with a profound desire to avoid committing himself ins 
itera scripta to anything which can, by possibility, weaken his 
client’s position in the smallest degree. A good principle, 
but, like many other good principles, capable of being overstrained 
and made ridiculous too li observance. Carried to 
extreme lengths it is apt to reduce the solicitor’s letters on yf de- 
bateable give-and-take point, or even in the face of a right clear) 





y 
capable of being successfully asserted, to the formula, ‘‘I must 
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fa 
decline, on behalf of my client,” to do whatever is reasonably or 
bly, rightly or wrongly, requested. We remember being 
told of an elderly solicitor of considerable practice in London who 
was celebrated in the profession for having never been known to 
y affirmatively by letter to any request made to him by another 
hes where there was the faintest ow of ground for refusal, 
though he was by no means inaccessible to verbal persuasion. 

This combative attitude often works, to our thinking, serious 
mischief. It is difficult to express a refusal in gracious terms, even if 
the effort is made, and, as a rule, the combative letter-writer does not 
stand for repairs in the matter of courtesy or consideration for 
others. Thus, irritation is soon created, a fusillade of words, idle 
words, ensues, business is impeded, and expense is needlessly in- 
creased. If bo ev agg be unreasonable it is, of course, proper that 
it should be re’ . If it is not supported by lawful right it is 
equally proper that it should be ref unless it be alike made and 
granted as a matter of favour. What we take exception to is the 
‘refusing mind’; the habit of saying ‘“‘no,” almost as of course, 
merel: cause it is said in a letter; the inability to separate the 
trivial from the important, and to concede where concession indicates 
an act of grace and not a sign of weakness ; the tendency to rush to 
a strong tower of defence in the presence equally of a besieging army 
and a drummer-boy. 

The cultivation of brevity in the letters of one solicitor to another 
is very commendable and convenient, both to writer and recipient, 
up to a certain point, but it is liable to be carried to the verge of 
rudeness and even beyond it. For example, where one solicitor has 
carefully marshalled all the arguments he can bring to bear on one 
side of a matter under discussion and urges them by letter, it is scarcely 
consistent with good taste to meet them by a letter of two lines indi- 
cating, without adducing a single reason, a total dissent from all 
his propositions. Thére is nothing in the relative positions of two 
solicitors who represent opposing interests which justifies either in 
casting over' the recognized courtesies of life in the tone and 
matter of his written communications. 

We should be glad to see some few tricks of expression which have 
come to be traditional disap from view, though we have but a faint 
hope of their doing so. en a defendant’s solicitor writes to offer, 
without prejudice, to pay £100 and costs in settlement of an action, 
ee neae_vanen o SaCeeey Oo peninee a real gist of his letter 
by remarking on his extreme confidence in the defendant’s case, and 
his total inability to see how the plaintiff can be supposed to have a 
legto stand upon. This is time-honoured nonsense which has never 
imposed on a plaintiff's solicitor, and never’ will. Within the 
same category may be placed the vehement asseverations of exceed- 
ing candour and frankness with which some solicitors introduce 
a highly-coloured version of the case. They serve no purpose 
whatever, unless it be to excite suspicion in the reader’s mind, 
which can hardly be the writer’s desire. 

Lastly, we think that the letters of the solicitor, whether to his 
client or to a brother solicitor, are capable of many degrees of eleva- 
tion in point of style and composition. We freely admit that their 
subject-matter seldom invites a lofty mode of li treatment, 
but we see no reason why the solicitor should not write a business 
letter of importance from his office with the same regard for the 
_—. of composition as he would pay in writing a B yomen 

of importance from his house, unless it be that, in the one 

case, time is money, and in the other it is not. To our thinking, 
is a poor excuse, because, if the letter is an important one, it 
should receive careful consideration and thought, which, of necessity, 
mean time. The letter composed in hasty, slipslop fashion as to its 
verbiage is too often hasty and slipslop as to its substance. It is all 
very well to reel off to the shorthand writer or write by the hand of 
aclerk, without previous reflection over, or subsequent consideration of, 
the document, a letter intimating that an ap has been entered, 


or a post-office order received, or that Tuesday next, at eleven, will | °° 


be quite convenient ; nor do we pretend to say that many letters of 
& more lengthy type than these specimens may not fall within the 
same observation. But we are most strongly impressed with the 
belief that letters of real importance merit a far greater de of 
attention as to the logical sequence and actual composition of their 
contents than they commonly receive. 








On Thursday the currents of air in the Court of Appeal, No. 2; 
Were found to be so intolerable that, on the return of the judges into 
court after the midday adjournment, Lord Justice y stated 
that their lordships were unable to sit in the court any longer. Two 
members of the court were already seriously affected by the draughts 
of air, and the third would probably not be able to bear up st 
them much longer. Their lordships had been informed by one 

at cold air was being pumped in, and by another that hot air was 
being pumped in ; but, whatever the cause, the draughts of air were 
80 persistent that their lordships could not, without serious risk, 
temain in the court. The sitting was adjourned into 
one of the judge’s private rooms. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE REMUNERATION ORDER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 

Sir,—By the order made in pursuance of the Solicitors’ Remunera- 
tion Act, Schedule I., a vendor’s solicitor is entitled to the same fees 
for deducing title, ing, and completing conveyance as the 
purchaser’s solicitor is entitled to for Tee fochelate and preparing 
and completing conveyance. By rule 6 [Schedute I.], “‘ where a 
conveyance aol mortgage of the same property are com at the 
same time, and are prepared by the same solicitor, he is to be entitled 
to char pres ge i eae fees therein 5 ne aoe = 
vestigating title and preparing’ the mortgage “in addition to 
his full charges upon the urchase-money.” 

I should be obliged if you, or any of your mdents, can 
/ + or agama any taxing master has taxed in case as the 

ollowing :— 

The vendor’s solicitor supplies abstract of title to a purchaser's 
solicitor, who draws the conveyance, which is perused, &c., by the 
vendor’s solicitor. The vendor’s solicitor then 
for a portion of the same purchase-money which is perused by the 
solicitor for the mortgagor. Is the mo ’s solicitor entitled to 

the full amount of fees mentioned in schedule 1, or does rule 
6—although in express terms only applying to the case where both 
esl are prepared by the same solicitor—apply to a case of this 

It would seem as if the rule was intended to prevent two charge; 
eg aT for investigating one title. | A Counrry SoLicrror. 

. 15. 


[The case is not within the words of the rule, but we are not 
aware of any decision of a taxing master on the point.—Eb. 8. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 


Hicuway—Tvrnrrxe Roap—Expmation or Turnprxe Trusts—'* Matx 
Roap”’—Hicuways anp Locomotives (AMENDMENT) Act, 1878 (41 & 42 
Vier. c. 77), s. 13—Towns Improvement Cravses Act, 1847 (10 & 11 Vicr. 
c. 34).—The case of The Newton Improvement Commissioners v. The Lancashire 
Justices, in the Court of A No. 1, on the 12th inst., raised a question 
as to the construction of the Highways and Locomotives (Amendment) Act, 
1878. By that section, for the p and — to the —— of 
the Act, ‘“‘any road which has, wi the between 31, 
1870, and the date of the passing of this Act, ceased to be a turnpike road, 
and any road which, being at the of the of this Act a tarnpike 

ma’ cease deemed to be a 
and one- 
by the highway authority in the such 
pete bg acca wn tbe pe Syren ng he 
to the highway authority of su ity 
county in which such road is situate out 
1855, by a local Act, which 
Act, 1847, the maintenance of ~~ os 
road from W: m to Wigan, within district 
field, which was a hie 8, 
the plaintiffs under sections 47, 49, 
upon the trustees of the turnpike road ceased 
limits of the district. The turnpike trust 
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on section 13, that such a part of a road as the one in question never 
became a main road, but only a part of a main road, and that was the 
opinion of Lord Blackburn in the Sheffield case. The question as to the 
exact time when a road becomes a main road, or when a part of it which 
is to be dealt with in the section is taken out of the management of the 
trustees, was never in the minds of any of the judges in those cases. 
But in the present case, the whole of the road having been made a high 
road, it became necessary for the first time to deal with the latter part of 
the section. In his opinion, that road ceased to be a turnpike road in 
1877, when the Act which made it a turnpike road ceased to have that 
effect, and it then became a main road within the meaning of the section. 
Therefore, the judgment of the Divisional Court was right. Corron, 
L.J., said that the rule laid down in the Sheffield case must be applied. 
The effect of the legislation in 1855 was not sufficient to have the effect 
which Lord Blackburn said would be n in order to prevent the 
eyo of section 13. Linptey, L.J., was of the same opinion. The 
effect of the decision would be to throw upon the county part of the 
expenses of g that portion of the road which had for many years 
been repairable by the district. The same thing happened in the Sheffield 
case ; but if there was ati injustice, a remedy was given by section 16 of 
the Act of 1878.—Counszrt, Gorst, Q.C., and Blair; Charles, Q.C., and A. 
Glen. Soxtcrrors, Ridsdale § Son ; Field, Roscoe, & Co. 





R. S. C., 1883, orp. 11, n. 1, sun-secrtons (B.), (z.)—PRracticE—SERvIcE 
ouT OF JURISDICTION—AcTION FoR Rent oF LAND IN ENGLAND+-DEFENDANTS 
RESIDENT in ScoTtanp.—In a case of Agnew v. Usher, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 4th inst., a question arose as to service out of the jurisdic- 
tion, The defendants were ordinarily resident in Scotland; the action 
was brought by plaintiffs resident in Liverpool for a quarter’s rent, due 
under a lease of premises in Liverpool. It was alleged by the plaintiffs 
that the defendants were liable to pay the rent as assignees of the lease. 
The defendants said that they had never accepted the assignment of the 
lease, or entered into oe of the premises. Rule 1 of order 11 
provides that service of a writ out of the jurisdiction may be allowed 
whenever—().) “‘ Any act, deed, will, contract, obligation, or liability, 
affecting land or hereditaments situate within the jurisdiction, is sought 
to be construed, rectified, set aside, or enforced in the action’’; and 
(¢.) when the action is founded on any breach within the jurisdiction of a 
contract, wherever made, which ought to be performed within the juris- 
diction, ‘“‘unless the defendant is domiciled or ordinarily resident in 
Scotland.”? Leave was given to serve the writ in Scotland, but the 
order was set aside by a divisional court (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and 
Mathew and A. L. Smith, JJ.), on the ground that the case did not fall 
within sub-section (d.), and that, if sub-section (e.) applied, the case was 
within the proviso. The Court of Appeal (Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) 
affirmed the decision on a different ground. From the evidence adduced 
in the Court of Appeal, it appeared that the defendants denied that they 
had executed or accepted the assignment of the property to them, and 
also that, before the writ was issued, they had executed a disclaimer of 
the property. The Court of Appeal said that it was « difficult question 
whether an obligation to pay rent was an ‘obligation affecting land’’ 
within rule 1 (}.), and they would not decide that question. The court 
had a discretion as to allowing service out of the jurisdiction, and the 
plaintiffs had not established a sufficient primd facie case of the existence 
of a cause of action. The defendants had sworn that they had never 
aecepted the assignment of the lease, and the plaintiffs had not disproved 
this. The execution of the assignment by the assignor would not vest the 
property in the assignees without their assent.—CounseL, Barnes ; French. 
—Soxicrtors, Field, Roscoe, § Co.; W. W. Wynne $ Son. 


R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 16, nx. 48, 53—Jupicarure Act, 1873, ss. 24 (suz- 
SECTION 3), 100—Practice—CovnTer-cLAIM—TuIrD Party.—In a case of 
Eden v. The Weardale Iron and Coal Company, before the Court of Appeal 
on the 8th inst., the question was raised whether a person, from whom a 
defendant claims indemnity or contribution, and on whom a third-party 
notice is served by the defendant, is entitled to counter-claim against the 
— plaintiff. Sub-section 3 of section 24 of the Judicature Act, 
1873, enables the court to grant to ‘‘any defendant” ‘all such relief 
against any plaintiff or petitioner as such defendant shall have properly 
claimed by his pleading,” and as the court ‘‘might have enti in any 
suit instituted for that purpose by the same defendant against the 
same plaintiff or petitioner.” And section 100 provides that, in the 
construction of the Act, unless there is anything in the subject 
or context rep t thereto, the several words herein-after men- 
tioned shall have or include the meanings following” (inter ailia): 
‘* § defendant ’ shall include every person served with notice of, 
or entitled to attend, any proceedings.” The action was by a landowner, 
clai cg pares performance by the defendants of an agreement into 
which they entered to take a lease of the coal under the land. The 
defendants had working the coal, but the Ecclesiastical Commis- 
sioners had served them with a notice that the coal belonged to the 
commissioners, and for this reason the defendants had refused to accept 
the lease from the plaintiff. The defendants served on the com missioners 
a third-party notice, claiming indemnity from them in case the plaintiff 
should succeed in his action. The commissioners appeared and obtained 
leave from the court to deliver a defence and a counter-claim. They then 
delivered a defence and counter-claim, claiming by thcir defence the coal 
under the whole of the plaintiff's land, and by their counter-claim 


al that the surface of the land was partly freehold, and partly copy- 
ho a manor belonging to them, and claiming to have the benndatioe 


of the freehold and copyhold parts ascertained. Bacon, V.C., refused an 


application by the plaintiff to exclude the counter-claim. The Court of 
Appeal (Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) held that the counter-claim must be 
struck out. Bowen, L.J., said that the question was an important one, 
but he was of opinion that a third no such right as that which 
was claimed. did not wish to narrow the operation 
the Judicature Act, that all questions relating to the same matter should, 
if possible, be decided in one action. The court was, however, bound b, 
the rules, and he was of opinion that the rules did not authorize a thi 
party to counter-claim against the a ap laintiff. Notwithstanding 
the Liga of on vane hg yg ” in section 100 iwlese ae 
Act, 1873, he thought that a t arty was not a y served wit 
notice of a peocestiin ”* within the meaning of the definition. At any 
rate, he thought that rule 53 of order 16 did not empower the court to 
allow a thi party to counter-claim against the cilatinal plaintiff. It 
would be very inconvenient to allow a plaintiff to be embarrassed in his 
action by the claim of a third , Which might have nothing to do with 
the original cause of action. Fry, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Sir A. T. 
Watson; C. Elton; James Kaye. Soxtcrrors, Shum, Crossman, $ Co. ; 
White, Borrett, § Co. ; Markby, Stewart, § Co. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


Ramuway Company anp Conrracror—Oonrract TO MAKE Ratway— 
Payment or Price rn InstatMENTS— CERTIFICATES OF ENGINEER—PROPERTY 
In MATERIALS NOT FIXED.—In a case of The Banbury and Cheltenham Direct 
Railway Company v. Daniel, before Pearson, J., on the 13th inst., a 
question arose as to the passing of the property in materials intended 
to be used in the construction of a railway under a contract with a 
contractor. The price of the work was to be £241,250, payable, as to a 
portion, in debenture stock of the comupung- The contract provided that 
the engineer of the company should, from month to month during the 

rogress of the work, according to a schedule of prices to be agreed on 
Cawers him and the contractor, certify the amount due and payable to 
the contractor, at the rate of ninety cent. in respect of the value of 
the works executed and materials delivered, until the sum of £50,000 had 
been certified, and the amount certified was to be paid in full within 
seven days after the certificates should have been presented to the secre- 
tary of the company. All payments actually due to the contractor in 
accordance with the contract, and not paid within seven days, were to 
bear interest at five per cent. until payment. The question was whether 
the contractor, was entitled to remove materials which had been brought 
by him on the company’s land for the p s of the railway, and had 
been comprised in certificates of the engineer, but had not yet been fixed 
in the works, and had not been actually paid for. The company claimed 
an injunction to restrain the contractor from removing these materials, 
and the question was whether the property in them had passed to the 
company. Pzarson,J., was of opinion that the meaning and intention 
of the contract was that the engi "s certificate should settle the price 
of the work done and the materials brought upon the ground ; and that 
when the certificate was given, the materials included in it were ipso facto 
sold to the company. He therefore granted the injunction.—Covunss1, 
Cookson, Q.O0., and Beddall; 8. Hali. Soutcrrors, J. B. Looker ; Gregory, 
Roweliffes, § Co. 


Practice — Mortcack — ForgEcLosuRE— PERsoNAL JUDGMENT AGAINST 
Morreacor.—In a case of Hunter v. Myatt, before Pearson, J., on the 
8th inst., a question aroze as to the form of a judgment in a foreclosure 
action. The plaintiff was a first mortgagee, and he alleged, by his state- 
ment of claim, that £4,753 was due to him for principal and interest. The 
defendants were the mortgagor and a second mortgagee. The mortgagor 
had not appeared to the writ ; the second mortgagee admitted the amount 
alleged by the plaintiff to be duetohim. The plaintiff claimed a mal 
judgment against the mortgagor on his covenant to pay the principal and 
interest. It was pointed out by the eta counsel that the common 
form of judgment placed the plaintiff in a difficulty, because he could 
not enforce his personal judgment without opening the certificate. 
Pearson, J., adopted a form similar to that mentioned in Seton 
on Decrees (4th ed.), vol. 2, p. 1036, as having been used by Jessel, 
M.R., in an unreported case of Grundy v. Grice. The judgment ordered 
the mo , within a month from its date, to pay the admitted 
sum to the plaintiff, and directed an account to be taken of what was due 
to the bgp under aud by virtue of his mortgage, and for his taxed 
costs of the action; and that, in taking this account, re was to be 
had to the amount (if any) which the tiff might have received under 
the direction for payment thereinbefore contained. The ordinary pro- 
visions for redemption and foreclosure followed, six months for redemp- 
tion being allowed to the second mo , and a further period of one 
month to the mortgagor.—CovunskL, twick ; H. Child. Soxrcrrors, 
Hunters, Gwatkin, 4 Haynes. 


MorreacE—ForEcLosure-~MortGaGee in Posszssion—Inauirnx AS TO 
Money EXPENDED IN Lastina ImprovemeNntTs.—In a case of Houghton v. 
The Sevenoaks Estate Company, before Pearson, J., on the 13th imst., a 
question arose as to the form of inquiry in a foreclosure judgment as to 
miner expended Ae mortgagee in ae 8.3 ee | coacomens 
on the pro ‘ € property was a te, em 

who had Teeos : had laid out money in making roads and 
sewers. Pzarson, J., directed an ing as to all sums properly laid out 





by the plaintiff, as mortgagee, in lasting vements on the 
property. This Giffers fecon the form given in Seton on Decrees (4th ed.), 
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1067, by the addition of the words in italics.—Counszi, Dauney ; 
spe dig Longeroft § Wade; Crowder, Anstie, § Vizard. 


os 


Boden 


Insunection—Unpertakine as To Damaces—Huspanp aNnD WIFE— 
Tort— Women’s Property "Aor, 188: » 8. 12.—In a case of Hunt 
v. Hunt, before Pearson, J., on the 12th inst., a question arose as to the 
enforcing an undertaking as to damages by a plaintiff on the 
granting of an interlocutory injunction. action was brought by a 
wife her husband, an army surgeon, alleging that he was about to 
commit a breach of a covenant contained in a separation deed, that the wife 
should have access to the children of the , by taking some of the 
children with him out of the jurisdiction, whither he was going on 
service. Pearson, J., held that this would be a breach of the covenant, 
and granted an injunction until the trial. The Court of Appeal (ante, p. 
99), took a different view of the construction of the covenant, and 
dissolved the injunction. The appeal motion was consent treated as 
the trial of the action, and judgment was given for the defendant. The 
husband then page to Pearson, J., to direct an inquiry as to damages 
sustained by through the granting of the injunction. He 

that he had lost the benefit of some free pomngns greaten by Government 
to himself and bis children. On behalf of the wife it was said that this 
was an attempt to make the wife liable in respect of a tort. Pxrarson, J., 
said that the authorities showed that there is no difference whether the 
injunction has been granted wrongly from a mistake of law or from the 
judge being misled as to the facts. Ifthe were too remote, and 
not in the contemplation of the parties at the time when the undertakin 
was given, no inquiry wold re but here the damages claimed 
were for loss of free passage, , if the loss really occurred, was the direct 
consequence of the injunction, and must have been perfectly well known 
at the time of the granting of the injunction as likely to ensue. The last 
objection was that this was in effect an application by a husband against a 
wife in respect of a tort, which must fail by reason of the 12th section of 
the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. The answer to that was that 
there was no tort; the dam were to be given in consequence of the 
undertaking which the court thought fit to exact as the price of granting 
the injunction ; and under the present state of things, when in uence 
of the Married Women’s Pro Act a married woman could sue without 
the intervention of a next friend, who would be answerable for 

and costs, he should be doing wrong if he should enable a married woman 
to throw upon other persons a large amount of costs by treating her in 
any different manner from any other m with reference to such an 
undertaking,—CovnszL, Fischer, Q.C., and Yate Lee ; Maclean. Souxtcrrors, 
Crosse § Sons ; T. Allingham § Pearce. 


TrusTEE—ImPROPER INVESTMENT OF Trust Funps—MortGace or UNLET 
LEASEHOLD Hovses.—In a case of Hoey v. Green, before Pearson, J., on 
the 3rd inst., a question arose as to the liability of trustees tc make good 
the loss which had resulted from an improper investment of trust funds. 
The security on which the loss took place was a mortgage by a builder of 
six leasehold houses for £2,000; the houses at the time the advance was 
made had never been occupied. tae § were completed with the exception 
that about £20 had to be ded in fixing grates, &. The acting 
trustee was a solicitor, A valuer had estimated the houses as worth 
£3,000. The borrower had since become bankrupt, and no interest 
had been received from him or rent from any tenants. The houses were 
ultimately sold in the action for £900, so that £1,100 and interest for two 
years on £2,000 was lost to the beneficiaries. Pzanrson, J., held that the 
trustees must make good the loss. He said that the rule of the court was 
that trustees must act with at least all the circumspection that a prudent 
owner would use in dealing with his own property. The rule of the court 
was (he did not say it was an absolute rule), that on the security of lease- 
hold house property not more than half the value of houses ought to be 
advanced. s rule was to be acted on in all but exceptional cases. In 
the next place, there was a very serious ingredient in the present case— 
namely, that the houses had never been let. There was nothing in the 
security itself to produce the current interest, and the borrower was a 
builder, and as such engaged in a precarious trade. In his lordship’s 
opinion, no prudent person would advance, and no trustee ought to 
advance, money relying on the personal security of a builder, with no 
tangible pro’ bringing in any income. The trustees, especially the 
acting trustee, who was a solicitor, must be taken to have known the rules 
of the court. They must, therefore, account for the £1,100, with interest. 
—CounseL, Cookson, Q.C., and Swabey ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.O., and Levett, 
Souicrrors, Wills, Watts, & Leske ; Clement Cheese. 





Practice—R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 25, x. 4—Dzmurner Morion.—In the 
case of Darlow v. Scratton, before Chitty, J., on the 5th inst., a motion 
was made by the defendant, under R. 8, C., 1883, ord. 25, r. 4, to dismiss 
the action with costs, upon the ground that the statement of claim 
delivered therein discl no reasonable cause of action, and that the 
octian was a Sew action hee =e maganing 4 | said order me? ie. 

t appeared that the plainti is statement of claim, plead 

P of certain copyholds, Fe § of the defendant’s manor; admittance 
of plaintiff by steward on memorandum of admittance, signed by plaintiff, 
which that the plaintiff held subject to trusts and conditions 
grants referred to therein by dates; payment of fine, and 
acceptance of admittance, and subsequent ipt by the tiff from the 
steward of what to be a copy of admittance, containing 
alterations and additional words ref to the ts, and 





plaintiff's land was subject to. The plaintiff claimed that the entry of the 
admittance on the court roll might be made conformable to thememorandum 
of admittance signed by him. The contention of the defendant was that, 
the plaintiff had not pleaded that the land was not affected by the trusts, 
and that, inasmuch as in the statement of claim it a portion 
holds had been released from the trusts, it was incumbent on 
the plaintiff to have shown that the land he had purchased was comprised 
in the release. Currry, J., said that the question was whether the action 
was “‘ vexatious or frivolous” within ord. 25, r.4. He thought not. The 
plaintiff said that wrong was being done him by the defendant in p 
on the court rolls statements whic t paste as admissions on the 
plaintiff’s part of particular trusts, that the right position was that 
the nature and scope of the trusts should be left an open question, instead 
of being stated as subsisting when no proceedings were taken by the 
lord against the defendant to substantiate them. The defendant said that 
his statement of the trusts would not damnify the plaintiff if put on the 
court rolls, but when he (Chitty, J.) as that, if that were so, the 
defendant should strike it off the court rolls, the defendant declined. The 
defendant’s refusal showed that there was a real question to be tried. His 
lordship desired to add that the word ‘‘ reasonable’’ occurring in the rule 
was not merely redundant. Of course, in a certain sense, @ cause was 
either a reasonable cause or not a cause at all. The phrase, however, had 
some meaning in the rule when it was read with the words ‘‘ frivolous or 
vexatious ’’ ; and also in connection with the fact that the rule altogether 
abolished demurrers. Motion refused, with costs in any event.—CovunssL, 
Ince, Q.0., Archibald Brown ; Macnaghten, Q.C., D. Sturges. Soxtcrrors, 
Kingsford, Dorman, § Co. ; John Fraser. 





Practice InreRRocatorrgs—ActTion as To Ricuts or Common.—In 
Bidder v. Bridges, which came before Kay, J., on the 13th, 16th, and 17th 
insts., a question arose as to the sufficiency of an answer to interrogatories, 
It was an action by two persons on behalf of themselves and all other the 

roprietors and occupiers of lands or tenements in the parish of Mitcham. 

he claim stated that such owners and occupiers had an immemorial t 
of pasture and estovers over Mitcham Common ; that the plaintiff, Bidder, 
was seised in fee of a freehold house and thirty-two acres, in the parish of 
Mitcham, now in his own occupation ; that the plaintiff, Nightingale, was 
seised in fee of a freehold messuage, used as a beer-house, and three free- 
hold co in the said parish, now in his occupation or that of his 
tenants ; that the plaintiffs were respectively entitled in respect of their 
buildings to these rights; that the defendant threatened to incfose a 

rtion of the common, and it asked for a declaration that this land 

ormed a Foe ge of the common, and an injunction to restrain the 
defendant from ag ge upon or otherwise intermeddling with the said 
land or common. e defendant’s case was that the land in question 
formed part of another manor, called Wallington, of which he was lord ; 
and he met the claim by a traverse, except as to the beer-house and 
cottages, to which, he alleged, no land was attached. He alleged that the 
rights could only be enjoyed in respect of ancient tenements, and denied 
that the plaintiffs’ tenements were ancient. The defendant delivered 
interrogatories to the plaintiffs, asking, in effect, (1) Whether the 
messuages were ancient? (2) Whether any and what lands were held with 
the beer-house and cottages? (3) Whether the tenements in question 
were held of any and what manor? (4) Whether there had been any user 
by the plaintiffs or their ecessors in title of the rights over the 
common? The plaintiffs ed to answer these ‘emmy centr on the 
— that they were attempts to discover the evidence they intended to 

ring in support of their case. The defendant took out a summons, 
asking for a full and sufficient answer. Kay, J., that the grees must 
answer the second interrogatory, inasmuch as it sought discovery in 
support of a substantive case set up by the defendant, but that the 
others need not be answered, as they sought discovery as to the facts upon 
which the plaintiffs relied on to make out their case, which was tanta- 
mount to asking them what evidence they intended to adduce.—CovnssL, 
Hastings, Q.C., Kingdon ; Kekewich, Q.C., P. H. Lawrence. Soxrcrrors, 
Rooke § Sons ; Bridges Sawtell ; Heywood, Ram, § Dibdin ; Russ. 


Drvorce—VanriaTion or SerrteEMents—Nv.uiry or MarrtracGe—Faiture 
or Trusts—ReE-assIGNMENT To Wire.—In the Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Division, on the 16th inst., a motion was made, in a suit of 
Addington (otherwise Mellor) v. Mellor, for a further order for variation of 
settlements. The were married on the 7th of October, 1880, and, 
by an ante-nu settlement, a moiety of a certain share in the New 
River Company, and other shares and stocks, being the absolute 
of the wife, together with her reversionary interest t upon the 
death of her father (who had since died) in a fund of £10,000 , were 
assigned yatieiyy weadks gpigiemttg hag ury o hee geet ig and, after the 
solemnization thereof, to pay the income to the wife for life for her 
separate use, and, after her death, to pay the whole income, other than 
that derived from the said reversionary interest, to the husband for life, 
and, after the death of both hus and wife, upon trust for the issue 
of the marriage, and, in default of issue, as the wife should by deed or 
will appoint, and, in default of such appointment, upon trust for the 
next of kin of the wife; and as to the reversionary interest upon trus t 
for the two sisters of the wife. On the 17th of June, 1884, the wife 
obtained a decree of nullity of marriage on the ground of her husband’s 


impotence. She afterwards presented a petition for variation of settle- 
ments, and, on the 9th of December, Butt, J., acting upon the registrar’s 
report, ie an order the respondent’s life interest under 


, application was now made 





gran) purporting 
to set out certain trusts as declared thereby to be the trusts which the 


for an order that the whole of the property comprised in the settlement 
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should be applied for the petitioner’s benefit, and directing the trustees 
to retransfer or put under the petitioner’s control the r ive shares 
and other securities free and discharged from the trusts of the settlement, 
and to re-assign to her the reversionary interest. It was contended that, 
since the marriage was null and void, no trust had ever operated, and 
Chapman v. Bradley (12 W. R. 140, 4 De G. J. & S. 71) was relied upon 
as showing that the word “‘ solemnization”’ of marriage in the settlement 
meant “‘ effectual solemnization.’”” The respondent did not appear. Burt, 
J., acting on the authority of Chapman v. Bradley, made a further order 
in the form asked for by the petitioner.—Covnszt, Inderwick, Q.C.; Searle 
and Ingle Joyce, for the petitioner. Soxrcrrors, Few § Co. 





*,* For ‘‘ Davies v. Smith,” ante, page 115, read Smith v. Davies; and for 
“*H. B. Cobb” read H. P. Cobb. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 


Costs—Peritioninc CrEprron — TAXATION AS BETWEEN SOLICITOR AND 
Crurent—Banxrvurtcy Russ, 1883, x. 98.—In a case of Ex parte Shool- 
bred, before the Court of Appeal on the 12th inst., a question arose as to 
allowing certain costs incurred by a petitioning creditor to be taxed and 
paid as between solicitor and client. Rule 98 of the Bankruptcy Rules of 
1883 provides that ‘‘ the court in awarding costs may direct that the costs 
of any matter or application shall be taxed and paid as between party and 
party, or as between solicitor and client, or the full costs, charges, and 

shall be allowed, or the court may fix a sum to be paid in lieu of 
taxed costs. In the absence of any express direction the costs of an opposed 
motion shall follow the event, and shall be taxed as between party and 
party.” Inthe present case a debtor, in December, 1883, filed a liquida- 
tion petition under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. The creditors resolved to 
accept a composition of 5s. in the pound, but, on the opposition of a 
dissentient creditor, the registrar, on the 29th of January, 1884, refused the 
debtor’s application for the registration of the resolutions, and ordered that 
the creditor’s ccsts of and incidental to opposing the application to register 
should be paid “‘ out of the estate being wound up in bankruptcy.” The 
creditor on the 29th of January presented a bankruptcy petition against 
the debtor. This petition was presented in the form in use under the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, in accordance with a decision of Mathew, J., on an 
ez parte application ; but, before the petition came on to be heard, the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Er parte Pratt (L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 334, 
28 Soxicrrors’ Jovurnat, 327) showed that the wrong form of petition had 
been adopted, and the petition was accordingly dismissed. On the 5th of 
March the creditor presented a fresh petition under the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, and on the 17th of March a receiving order was made. The credi- 
tors at the first meeting, on the 21st of April, accepted the debtor’s pro- 
-posal to pay a composition of 7s. in the pound. On the 6th of May, on 
the application of the petitioning creditor, the registrar ordered that the 
costs of and incidental to the petition of the 29th of January, and all the 
proceedings thereunder and consequent thereon, should be costs in the 
matter, and be paid by the debtor out of his estate, and be taxed in the 
event of the resolutions being confirmed by the court, or in the event of 
an adjudication in bankruptcy. At the second meeting of the creditors 
on the 5th of June the official receiver reported that the debtor’s estate 
was sufficient to pay 15s. in the pound, and in consequence of this report 
the resolutions were not confirmed. An adjudication of bankruptcy was 
then made against the debtor, and a dividend of 16s. in the pound was 
declared by the official receiver. On the 19th of June the bankrupt 
applied to the court to rescind the receiving order, on the terms of his 
paying the creditors 20s. in the pound, with interest. The official receiver 
opposed the application. The petitioning creditor attended on the hear- 
ng. The registrar refused the application, and ordered that the costs of 
all parties appearing should be paid out of the bankrupt’s estate. On the 
9th of August the petitioning creditor applied to the court for an order 
that his costs directed by the orders of the 29th of January, the 6th of 
May, and the 19th of June respectively, to be taxed and paid out of the 
bankrupt’s estate, might, pursuant to rule 98, be taxed and paid as 
between solicitor and client. The application was made on the ground 
that the applicant had, by his successful opposition to the proposals of the 
pt, produced a great benefit to the creditors. Mr. Registrar 
Murray refused the application, and his decision was affirmed by the Court 
of Appeal (Brerr, M.R., and Corron and Linpuey, L.JJ.), on the ground 
that, under rule 98, the court can only, at the time when it awards costs, 
give a direction that the costs shall be taxed and paid as between solicitor 
and client, but that there is no jurisdiction, after it has made an order for 
the payment of costs, giving no direction that they are to be taxed as 
between solicitor and client, so long as that order stands, to make a new 
and substantive order directing that the costs shall be taxed as between 
solicitor and client. The p. nagerees for such a direction ought to be 
made at the time when the order awarding the costs is made, and when 
= the — _ the case are fresh in the mind of the judge.— 
unseL, H. 3; Macdonel!. Sortsctrro ] i ; 
WW. Aiavidge ns, Hindson, Miller, §& Vernon; 





Baxxavet—Arrrorzistion or “Satary on Income” vor Bengrir or 
Cugprrous—Ferune Eaunincs or Proresstoxa, Man—Banxrvrtcy Act, 
1869, s. 90.—In a case of Ez parte Benwell, before the Court of Appeal on 
the 12th inst., a question arose as to the power of the court, under section 
90 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, to make an order for the appropriation 
of part of the future earnings of a professional man, who is a bankrupt, 
for the benefit of his creditors. Section 88 enables the trustee in the 
bankruptcy of a beneficed clergyman to obtain a sequestration of the 


profits of the benefice. Section 90 provides that the trustee in the bank- 
ruptcy of an officer in the army or navy, or ofa civil servant of the Crown, 
or of a person in the enjoyment of any ern or compensation granted 
by the Treasury, shall receive, for distribution amongst the creditors, “‘so 
much of the bankrupt’s pay, half-pay, salary, emolument, or pension as 
the court, on the application of the trustee, thinks just and reasonable, 
to be paid in such manner and at such times as the court, with the consent 
in writing of the chief officer of the department under which the pay, 
half-pay, salary, emolument, or compensation is enjoyed, directs.” And 
section 90 provides that when a bankrupt is ‘in receipt of a salary or in- 
come other than as aforesaid, the court shall from time to time make such 
order as it thinks just for the payment of such salary or income, or any 
part thereof, to the trustee during the bankruptcy, to be applied by him 
in such manner as the court may direct.’’ Similar provisions are contained 
in section 53 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, In the present case the bank- 
rupt was a “‘ bone setter,’’ and earned a considerable income by fees paid 
to him by patients for the performance of surgical operations, he having 
acquired the reputation of possessing great professional skill. The trus- 
tee in the bankruptcy applied to the court for an order for the payment 
to him of the b upt’s ‘‘ income” for the benefit of the creditors under 
the bankruptcy. It was admitted that the ‘“‘income’’ which it was thus 
sought to impound was the future professional earnings of the bankrupt. 
Mr. Registrar Pepys held that the power given by section 90 did not 
apply to future professional earnings, and the Court of Appeal (Brer7, 
MR, and Corron and Linpuey, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Bnrerr, 
M.R., said that the general word ‘‘income’’ must be construed as mean- 
ing something ¢jusdem generis with the things mentioned in the previous 
sections, an “‘income’’ in the nature of a “salary.”” The money which 
aman might earn by the exercise of his personal skill and knowledge, 
and which depended on the accident whether patients did or did not come 
to him, was not an income in the nature of a salary, and was not within 
section 90. Corron, L.J., said that the case was quite different from that 
of a bankrupt who was entitled to receive money under an existing con- 
tract. Here there was nothing but the capacity of earning money, if 
patients chose to come to the bankrupt. Section 90 pointed to some 
definite sum which was coming to a rupt, and then the court could 
order a part of that sum to be set aside for the creditors. Linp.zy, L.J., 
said that if an order were made that the bankrupt should pay the excess 
of his professional earnings beyond a certain amount to the trustee, he 
could always evade it by declining to see patients. Section 90 was not 
intended to apply to an income of this kind.—Counszt, Cooper Willis, Q.C., 
and J. E. Palmer; T. L. Wilkinson. Soxrcrrors, Thomas Durant, jun. ; 
W. Maynard. 


QUEEN’s BencH Diviston—In BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before CavE, J.) * 
Dec. 16.—Ez parte Turquand (Trustee), In re Parkers. 
Official receiver acting as trustee—Power to sell. 


This case raised an important question under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
as to the power of the official receiver, while acting as trustee after 
adjudication in bankruptcy, and prior to the appointment of the creditors’ 
trustee, to dispose of the bankrupt’s property by sale. The petition was 
presented on the 6th of March. The receiving order was made on the 
13th of March, and, on the 15th of March, Messrs. Turquand and Whinney 
were appointed — managers. On the 20th of March Messrs. Parkers 
were adjudicated bankrupt, and immediately afterwards the Chief Official 
Receiver took steps to sell the effects of the bankrupts at their private 
residences. An advertisement of the sale appeared in the Times of the 
2ist of March, and sales in pursuance thereof took place on the 31st of 
March, the 2nd of April, and the 7th of April, respectively. No authority 
was obtained from the Board of Trade for, and the creditors were not 
consulted about, these sales. On the 18th of April the first meeting of 
creditors took place, when Messrs. uand and Whinney were appointed 
trustees, the Board of ‘I'rade issuing the certificate of their appointment 
on the 21st of April. The sales realized £5,583, and the Chief Official 
Receiver claimed to deduct £841 15s. 1d., which included the official fee 
of six per cent. on the amount realized, as allowed by Table D.; the 
remainder being for auctioneers’ charges and expenses, and the receiver 
had paid the balance over to the trustees; but they, while willing to allow 
the auctioneers’ charges, notwithstanding that the sale was unauthorized, 
refused to accede to the retention of the six per cent. Accordingly they 
applied by motion for a declaration that the sale was irregular and un- 
authorized, and that the Board of Trade be ordered to pay or refund to 
them the fees or percentage under Table D. retained by them. 

Charles, Q.C., and Linklater, in support of the motion.—The official 
receiver is created, by section 9 of the Act, upon the making of the 
receiving order. He has power to appoint a manager (section 12). 
Section 21, sub-section (5), provides that “‘he shall not, save as by this 
Act provided, be the trustee of the bankrupt’s property.’’ Then section 
54 says, ‘‘ Until a trustee ’’—i.c., the creditors’ trustee—‘‘is appointed, 
the official receiver shall be the trustee for the purposes of this Act, and, 
immediately on a debtor being adjudged bankrupt, the property of tho 
bankrupt shall vest in the trustee.’”’ This ion only makes him a 
trustee for the p of vesting the property in him. And section 70 
defines the duties of the official receiver as to the estate. Sub-section (2) 
enacts that, ‘‘ For the Sp ome of his duties as interim receiver or manager, 
the official receiver shall have the same powers as if he were a receiver and 
manager appointed by the High Court, but shall, as far as practicable, 





* Reported by J, Gurarp Laura, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
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consult the wishes of the creditors as to the management of the debtor’s 
property, . . . and shall not, unless the Board of Trade otherwise 
order, incur any expense beyond such as is requisite for the of 
the debtor’s property or the x ype of i ae It is clear 
from this section that the offi receiver has not the full powers of a 
trustee, but only the powers of a receiver or manager appointed by the 
High Court, and, therefore, cannot sell. I should be to conten 
if necessary for my argument, that he cannot sell even with the authority 
of the Board of Trade, but in this case he had no such authority. The 
intention of the Act is that the wishes of the creditors should be consulted. 
If the official receiver can sell, he could sell the stock-in-trade, and so 
prevent any subsequent composition or arrangement. 

Bir F. Herschell, 8.G., and Muir Mackenzie, for the Board of Trade, 
referred to the sections making the official receiver a trustee, contendin 
that no words in the Act expressly cut down his power as trustee, an 
that section 70 could not do so by implication. 

In the course of his argument the Solicitor-General took occasion to say 
that the Board of Trade felt that the method of remuneration by the 
charge of six per cent. was not the best mode of testing the extent of 
work done for the estate, and that the Board had under consideration, at 
the present moment, the re-arrangement of the fees. 

Charles, Q.C., in reply. 

Cave, J., referring to the sections, pointed out that, but for section 70, 
he must hold that the official receiver had all the powers of a trustee, 
including that of sale (section 56); but he referred to section 70, sub- 
section (a.), by which the official receiver was created an interim 
receiver pending the appointment of a trustee, and to sub-section (2), 
concluding that: the whole section gave a most precise and exact definition 
of his duties, showing clearly that it was not intended he should have all 
the powers of a trustee; and as section 70 did not include the power of 
selling, under the present circumstances, therefore the sale was not 
authorized by the Act. He declined to say whether, if the Board of Trade 
had authorized it, it would have been good. 

Order to refund the percentage retained by the Board of Trade; the 
trustee’s costs to come out of the estate. 

Muir Mackenzie applied for a stay of proceedings pending an appeal, 
and the appellants undertook not to enforce the order meantime. 

Solicitors, Linklater ¢ Co. ; Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


—_——— 


Dec. 15, 16.—Ex parte Turquand (Trustee) (Beach House Hotel), In re 
Parkers. 

Bankruptcy — Order and disposition — Hotel-keeper — Furniture— 
Reputed ownership—Bill of sale—Transfer of mortgagee’s interest 
by equitable mortgage—Subsequent transfer of equity of redemp- 
tion to mortgagee. 


This was the trustees’ application for an order that, as against Messre. 
Coutts, bankers, the trustees were entitled to the furniture, &c , in the 
Beach House Hotel, Westgate, ‘at the date of the or sigaiy x L as being 
then in the order and disposition of the bankrupts. essrs. Coutts 
claimed the furniture, &c., under the sy -doy | circumstances :—On the 
23rd of February, 1881, Dyson, who was then the proprietor of the hotel, 
executed a bill of sale over the furniture to Davis to secure £6,000; this 
was duly registered. On the 7th of November, 1881, this security was 
transferred from Davis to Parkers, who almost immediately—viz., on the 
29th of November—mortgaged it, together with other securities, by an 
equitable deposit with Messrs. Coutts to secure £16,000. On the 12th of 
October, 1882, Parkers acquired all Dyson’s interest in the hotel; this 
included a transfer of Dyson’s interest in the equity of redemption under 
the bill of sale. Parkers, from the 12th of October till their Gcleenter 
in 1884, carried on the hotel business by a manager. The trustee claimed 
the furniture, &c., included in the bill of sale. . 

Cooper Willis, Q.O., and Linklater, for the trustees.—The goods were 
within the order and disposition of the debtor at the time of bankruptcy. 
Messrs. Coutts’ claim is under an equitable mortgage, but it is none the 
less a bill of sale, and must be registered. 

Vaughan Hawkins, for Messrs. Coutts.—Our claim is under a bill of 
sale from Dyson duly registered. It has been held, and is now law, that 
the transfer of that bill of sale need not be registered. Therefore, at the 
time of the equitable deposit we had a good title; how can it become a 
bad one by the subsequent transfer of Dyson’s interest to Parkers? It is 
a mere accident that they were prior transferees of the m *s in- 
terest in the bill of sale, They had with all interest. 
oe no question of order and disposition arises in the case of an 
hotel. That is the principle of the decision in Craweour v. Salter (30 
W. R, 21, L. R. 18 Ch. D. 30). In that case it was held in py e that 
there is no such thing as reputed ownership in the furniture in an hotel. 

Cave, J., after stating the facts, said :—I am clearly of opinion that the 
case of Crawcour v. Salter is conclusive ; it shows the existence of a custom 
inconsistent with the furniture in an hotel belonging to the proprietor, and, 
therefore, he cannot be held to be the —— owner; no person dealing 
with him is misled; therefore that point fails. On the second point it is 
clear that Messrs, Coutts’ claim is under an assignment merely of the 
mortgagee’s interest ; their right is not under a power of sale contained 
in the bill of sale. In my opinion, the equitable mo: is not a docu- 


ment requiring registration, and if Dyson had r ed in possession 
their title would have been good. The on of Parkers is by virtue 
of a subsequent ent from Dyson. If D. had ed to a 
stranger, that title would have remained good. It is a mere lent that 


difference. The case is not within the mischief against which the Bills of 
Sale Acts were directed. 

Motion dismissed, with costs. 

Solicitors, Linklaters ; Farrer § Co. » 


Dec. 15.—Ezx parte Board of Trade, In re Chudley. 


Power of Board of Trade to require accounts from trustees under 
former Bankruptcy Acts— ptcy Act, 1883, s. 162. 


This case raised a point very im; t to trustees under the old Bank- 
ruptcy Acts—viz., the power of Board of Trade to inquire into the 
accounts by virtue of section 162 of the new Act of 1883. It came before 
the court in the form of a motion for an order 
in the bankruptcy, to submit to them an account 
the sums received and paid oy ie as trustee. The bankruptcy occurred 
some ten years ago, and resolutions for liquidation by arrangement were 
duly passed appoin: Cooper as trustee. The Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
was passed on A’ 5. After the passing of the Act—viz., on October 3, 
the trustee called a general meeting, at which a special resolution was 
passed di the debtor and the trustee. At the same 
meeting a balance of £75 in the trustee’s hands was awarded to him for 
costs and expenses. In reply to an application of the Board of Trade the 
trustee sent certain accounts, but stated his inability to furnish more owing 
to the death of the debtor and the destruction of papers consequent on the 
lapse of time since the liquidation proceedings 
Bonsey and West, in support of the order.—Section 162, sub-section (2) 
(a.), provides that where, after the passing of this Act, any unclaimed funds 
under the control of any trustee or other person empowered to collect, 
receive, or distmbute, have remained unclaimed or undistributed for 
six months, or in other cases for two years, it is the duty of the trustee to 
ay the same into the Bank of England; (d.) empowers the Board of 
e to order any such trustee or person to submit to them an 
account verified by affidavit of the sums received and pai him, &c. It 
is clear here that the trustee is within sub-section 2 (a.). had, at the 
passing of the Act, £75 in hand which he had had for two years and more. 
Yate Lee, for the trustee. —The trustee’s release was ute. It is now 
contended that the Act of 1883 can interfere with his rights under the 
1869 Act. Before the later Act the release of the trustee could only have 
been impeached for fraud. No subsequent legislation can affect this. 
Cave, J., held that the trustee was a person empowered, on August 25, 
1883, to collect, receive, or distribute funds within the meaning ofesection 
162, and he had then £75 in his hands, which he had held for more than 
two years, therefore he was liable to pay this sum into the bank ; therefore 
he was such trustee or other person referred to in sub-section 2 (5.). The 
order must be that within three weeks the trustee submit to the Board of 
Trade an account verified by affidavit or the vouchers. 
Motion allowed, with costs. 
. oe J., refused leave to appeal, stating that he considered an appeal 
opeless. 
Solicitors, Hindson, Miller, § Vernon ; Solicitor to the Board ef Trade, 


ExererR Country Court. 


(Before Judge GIFFARD.) 
Dec. 11.—Re Henry Cawdle. 
Special proxies. 
The debtor’s statement showed debts £387 4s. 7d., and the assets 
£314 5s. 5d. At the first m certain were tendered which 
were regarded by the official as i Mr. A. J. Davy was 


. vy 
nominated trustee, and creditors who then proved for over the required 
three-fourths of the total indebtedness for this nomination. Sub- 
sequent examination by the official receiver led to the discovery that two 
creditors had put in the proofs for the full amount due to them, and 
not deducted from their claim the amount on to pe estate. This 

e Board 


fact was reported by the official receiver to Trade, and a 
qvestion then arose whether, if the deduction was made from the proofs 
in question, the nomination of Mr. Davy commanded the three-fourths of 
the creditors in value. If it did nut, the case would be treated asa 
summary one, with the official receiver as trustee. Two motions were 
now on the file. The one by the official receiver asked the direction and 
decision of the court as to whether the resolution appointing Mr. Davy as 
trustee was properly carried. The other motion by certain creditors 
called on the official erie tng le par thy Mpeg Bo. 
nes eee pees Dem See ee Se certificate appointing 
ir. Davy as trustee bad not been elivered. It was agreed to take both 
Tne onl nt for a report is as to the form of the proxies 
e a as 

Muir Mackenzie, for Board of Trade and the official receiver, stated 
that when the petition was filed the statement showed assets £305, of 
which £20 was book debts. Soe Sek Gees oe. Dew Bee wo 
proxies, and one of the questions in this case turn upon the word- 
ing of these proxies. € rules prescribed that every should be in 
a prescribed form. A Proxy might be given by the creditor to 
any person in his regular employment; a special proxy might be to 
any ae ee SS SE ee any 
specified person as trustee,”’ fora mnie 6 Sa exact 
wording of the proxies was given in the forms to the rules, and, 
in the case of petteh geen, S Wen cher Ses Oe Se eee 2 





the transfer was to Parkers, and I do not think that that makes any 
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might at the moment seem to him best. But in the case of the two proxies 
in ‘question, . Davy was appointed to vote for the acceptance of a 
composition ‘‘or’’ for bankruptcy, and for the appointment of himself 
as trustee. The official receiver objected to these alternative proxies as not 
being special proxies within the meaning of the Act; they were, in fact, 
general proxies, which could only be used by a person in the employ of the 
creditors, and therefore Mr. Davy could not vote upon them. One ques- 
tion was whether or not the official receiver was right in his action in 
rejecting these proxies. The point was a new one, and the Board of 
Trade felt it very important to get a decision. The unlimited power of 
proxy-holders under the old Act led to abuses which the framers of the 
present Act were desirous of preventing from recurring, and it was material 
that in —s case only persons should be allowed to vote who were 

ly and legally present at the meeting. Under the old Act the 
judges held that the admission of proxies was a very grave matter, and 
where proxies were improperly admitted in favour of a composition they 
always refused to confirm the composition. 

H. Mackenzie, for the creditors, said his main applicetion was in connec- 
tion with the question of proxies, and he maintained that those held by 
Mr. Davy, to which exception had been taken, did not exceed the power 
granted by the rule. He maintained that it was clearly the in- 
tention that a proxy-holder should have an alternative wer of 
voting, and such a power would be only reasonable. Until they came 
to a meeting they could not tell whether a composition would be 
offered or not, and therefore could not say whether they should vote for 
composition or bankruptcy. It was true that there was no decision of the 
judges upon the interpretation of the words in the proxy form, but he 
pointed out that in a previous case at Torquay a proxy-holder was 
allowed’ by the official receiver to vote on a form of proxy precisely 
similar to that which in this case he rejected. Why should there be this 
difference ? 

_ Muir Mackenzie said even if this was the fact it was not an authority ; 
= had — been submitted to a judicial decision, and, therefore, could not 
uoted. 
« Mackenzie thought that if the form was accepted in one case it should 
be in another. 

His Honour remarked that this was a new Act, and all were learning 
their business under it. 

After some discussion, his Honour said he had no doubt that special 
— must be confined to one point, and must not ollow an alternative. 

herefore the proxies the official receiver rejected were bad, and he was 
right in rejecting them. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
QUEEN’s BENcH Drvyision.—AT CHAMBERS, 
(Before Pottock, B.) 

Dec. 3.—Prentice v. Slee.* 


Practice—Taxation of costs—Specially-indorsed writ—Perusal of 
statement of claim—Instructions for statement of defence—Sittings 
fee—Notice to discontinue. 


This was a lower scale action by a principal against an agent for return 
of money. The writ, which was specially indorsed, was issued on the 
19th of July, 1884, and served on the 2ist of July, 1884. Defendant 
entered a ce on the 23rd of July, 1884. On the 24th of July, 
1884, the of the ten days allowed by the rules to the defendant for 
defence commenced. It was admitted that after appearance entered the 
defendant gave instructions for defence to his solicitors. On the 25th of 


duly, yt the defendant received from the plaintiff notice, dated the 
pa of July, 1884, to discontinue. The defendant carried in his costs 


The costs as taxed by Master Benett were as under :— 





£8. d. 1884.—24th July. £ 8s. d. 
Instructions to defend . ‘ ° 0 6 8 
Entering appearance and paid 08 8 
Notice . Y Nash hae ‘ 0 4 0 
013 4 Perusing statement of claim P . 013 4 
0 6 8 Instructions for statement of defence . 0 6 8 
0 1 O Perusing notice to discontinue . ‘ 010 
Drawing bill of costs and two copies 020 
TE on cnmmricg ‘ icant 040 
Attending taxing 0 6 8 
012 0 Sittings fee 015 0 
113 0 3 8 0 
113 0 
115 0 
Taxing fee 02 0 
IP 

The defendant carried in objections to this taxation. The defendant 

objected to the disallowance of the following items, viz. :— 

1. P statement of claim . ; ’ cure ae 13 4 
2 for statement of defence 6 8 


3. Gittings foc. taee. the cbicodione ‘were’ overrotedon ° 
On the 13th of November, 1884, the objections were overruled by the 
master. The following is a copy of the master’s answers to objections :— 





© We are favoured with this report by Messrs, Nasu and FIELD. 





A 3 to Lend. 


1. The defendant is not entitled to charge for perusing a statement of 
claim which never existed. 
2. Nor is he entitled to instructions for a statement of defence which 








was never prepared, and which were taken prematurely (if atall). Ihave 
allowed ‘‘ Eateaciines to defend.” 4 

It appears that the action was brought through inadvertence. The 
writ was served 21st July, appearance entered 23rd, notice to discontinue 
sent 24th, and received on the morning of the 25th. 

3. It is clear that the defendant is not entitled to aterm fee. The 


words ‘‘ after appearance entered’? would appear to me to have been 
added in thenew rule purposely to obviate any question in such a case. 
They are not in the old rule. W. M. Benerr. 

13th November, 1884. 

On the 28th of November, 1884, the defendant applied to Mr. Baron 
Pollock in chambers for a review of the taxation. 

For the defendant it was contended :— 

As to 1.—The words ‘‘statement of claim’? in Appendix N., title 
‘*Perusal ’’ (Wilson’s Judicature Acts, 4th ed., 739), includes specially- 
indorsed writ. The master was in error when he stated that the statement 
of claim never existed. It existed on 24th July, 1884, being the day between 
23rd July, 1884, when appearance was entered, and 25th July, 1884, when 
peties i discontinue was received. Defendant abandons 6s. 8d., part of the 

s. 4d. 

As to 2.—The moment appearance is entered the defendant’s ten days’ 
time for delivery of defence commences running. Appearance having 
been entered on the 23rd, and notice to discontinue not having reached 
the defendant’s hands until the 25th, it follows that the 24th was the first 
of such ten days. The master disallowed this fee on the following 
grounds: (a4.) Statement of defence not drafted; (5.) instructions taken 
prematurely ; e) instructions not taken at all; (d.) ‘‘ instructions to de- 
fend ’’ allowed. 

As to (a.)—The master has confused two distinct fees. ‘‘ Instructions for 
defence”’ is one fee; ‘‘ drawing defence ”’ is another fee. 

As to (6.)—The effect of the master’s decision is that a defendant may 
not give ‘‘instructions for defence’’ until after the first of the ten days 
allowed by the rules for defence. This is cutting the ten days down to 
nine. 

As to (c.)—It is admitted that after appearance entered the defendant 
gave instructions for defence to his solicitor. 

As to (d.)—‘‘ Instructions to defend’”’ is not the same fee as ‘‘instruc- 
tions for defence.” Appendix N., title “Instructions” (Wilson, 4th ed, 
Mee The master has confused two fees. He ought to have allowed 

th. 

As to 3.—A specially-indorsed writ serves the double purpose of writ 
and statement of claim ; but it does not serve this double purpose at one 
and the same time. It serves the purpose of writ from the date of its 
issue up to the date of appearance Vaine entered. It serves the purpose 
of statement of claim after the date of the appearance being entered. 
Qué writ, its function is to compel defendant to submit to the jurisdiction 
by entering —— The writ does not and cannot operate as a 
statement of claim until appearance entered. Its function as a statement 
of claim does not come into operation until ‘‘ after appearance entered ”’ 
within the meaning of those words in Appendix N., title ‘‘Term Fees”’ 
(Wilson, 4th ed., 743). 

For the plaintiff it was contended that to give effect to the foregoing 
points would be contrary to the settled practice of the taxing masters. 

Pottock, B., took time to consider his decision. 

December 3, 1884.—Mr. Baron Pollock’s order, indorsed on the 
summons, and handed to the defendant’s solicitors, was as follows :— 

‘* Order for review, allowing to defendant all four [sic| items objected 
to; no costs.’’ 

Solicitors for the plaintiff, Wakeford, May, § May. 


Solicitors for the defendant, Nash ¢ Field. 








OBITUARY. 


MR, FELIX WILLIAM RICHARD BEDINGFIELD, C.M.G. 


Mr. Felix William Richard Bedingfield, barrister, C.M.G., died at 
Lymington, on the 7th inst., at the age of seventy-six. Mr. Bedingfield 
was the youngest son of Sir Richard Bedingfield, Bart., of Oxburgh, 
Norfolk. He was born in 1808, and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
inn in Easter Term, 1849. He was private to Sir Edward 
Macgregor when Governor of the Leeward Islands, and he was Crown 
Commissioner of Turks Island from 1842 till 1849, when he became master 
of the Supreme Court of the Island of Trinidad. He was Colonial Secre- 
tary for Mauritius and a member of the islative and Executive 
Councils of that colony from 1860 till 1868, and 1869, he was created 
a Companion of the Order of St. Michael and St. George in recognition 
of his long and valuable services in the colonies. Mr. Bedingfield was 
married in 1849 to the eldest daughter of Oolonel Chads, formerly 
Governor of the Virgin Islands. 








Mr. Justice Chitty and Mr. Justice Wills will be the Christmas 
Vacation Judges. 
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SOCIETIES, 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institu Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 10th inst.; Mr. James Anderson Rose in the chair. The other 
directors present were Messrs. Wm. Beriah Brook, Samuel Harris 
(Leicester); Edwin Hedger, John H. Kays, Richard en Henry 
Roscoe, Sidney Smith, W. Melmoth Walters, Frederic T. Woolbert, and 
J.T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £245 was distributed in grants of 
relief; three new members were admitted to the association; and other 
general business was transacted. 


LEEDS INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee of this 
society :— 

Members.—The present number of members is eighty-six. 

Yorkshire Registries Act, 1884.—The committee call the attention of the 
members to this Act, which greatly alters the practice of registration 
under the West Riding and other Yorkshire Registry Acts, Reference 
was made in the last report to the fact that the North Yorkshire and 
South Durham Law Society had called attention to the mode of electing 

istrars under their Act. The inconvenience and of the mode 
of election had long been recogni as a defect in all the Yorkshire 
Registry Acts. Two Bills were introduced into the last session of Parlia- 
ment—one prepared on behalf of the justices of the county, and brought 
in by Mr. Dundas, and the other es ged by Mr. Dodds, the member for 
Stockton—both of them dealing with the mode of appointment of regis- 
trars. The Bills, however, did not stop at that point, but dealt with the 
whole existing practice of registration under the three Acts, and substi- 
tuted a practice in many respects new, proposing at the same time several 
serious alterations in the law ring real property within the county. 
On the invitation of your society, all the Yorkshire Law Societies were 
invited to attend a conference at Leeds on Wednesday, the 27th of Feb- 
= last, on these Bills, so important to the whole county profession, and 
to all classes of the community. The ——- took place accordingly, and 
was presided over by Mr. Ford, president of the society, and attended by 
representatives of the societies of Dewsbury, Huddersfield, Hull, Leeds, 
North Yorkshire, Sheffield, Wakefield, and Yorkshire. Various resolu- 
tions were passed at that meeting, and a committee appointed in order to 
carry them into effect. The honorary secretary of your society was re- 
quested to act as honorary secretary and treasurer to the committee. The 
proceedings of the committee, and its efforts to mcdify the Bills during 
their progress through Parliament, are fully described in the reports of the 
committee of the Yorkshire Law Societies, copies of which are presented to 
this meeting. This society was represented on the joint committee by the 
president and vice-president of the society, who took an active part in its 
proceedings. The new Act comes into operation on the Jst of January next, 
and every lawyer, and every landowner and man of business 1n the county 
will do well to make themselves acquainted with it in the interval. It 
would be impossible, within the limits of this report, to refer to all the 
changes in law and practice which will spring up on the first day of the 
new year. It will be sufficient to say that, as from that date, the 
register will be notice of every instrument upon it, and that no interest 
in real or registrable leasehold estate can be safely dealt with without 
search. All assurances capable of being under the Act—under 
which definition it is believed that every instrument transferring or 
affecting any estate or interest in real or leasehold property, except 
agreements, will be found to be included—will have joven Me yg mm 
to the date of their registration, and in case of actual fraud, effect 
will be given to this rule in all courts. e ice, s0. common and con- 
venient, of obtaining immediate loans on the deposit of title deeds can no 
longer be safely followed ; and traders wishing to obtain advances on secu- 
rities in this county will be placed at a serious disadvantage, in this respect, 
in comparison with others, The machinery of registration is made al- 
together more elaborate and complex, and, although it is in many 
respects improved, it will be found im ible for many persons to 
register so rapidly as they may wish, and as they have been accustomed 
to do. Some of the particulars required to be given in the description of 
lands for the register (as, for instance, the township in which the lands 
are situate), will not be disclosed by the deeds, or known, except to 
persons on the spot. Inquiry will involve delay, and delay, in view 
of the other provisions of the Act, may involve serious loss. On the 
whole, the committee regret that the practice of the Yorkshire 
registries, which has been in operation for nearly 200 and which 
with some admitted defects, worked on the whole well, and was at all 
events thoroughly understood, should have been so seriously and sud- 
denly altered. e Select Committee of the House of Commons, to 
which the Bills were referred, did not admit any evidence ; and although 
individual members of the committee gave every Pie neink for sug 

tions being made to them, it is always difficult to b eae yey y 
Before a large body by such means. ere was no of fhe 
Bills by the House of Commons itself, and the various stages of the Bill 
in the House of Lords were he pend Act through. It is probable that 
some amendment of the Act be for. 

Yorkshire Civil Assize.—The committee alluded to this question in their 
iy for last year. It will be remembered that a civil assize for the 

est was held at York for the first time in the month of 4 
1883. No notice had been given of any intended alteration, until the 





official notice a; . A deputation, including representatives of 
your society, and of the Corporation and the Leeds Chamber of 
Commerce, together with other bodies, had an interview with the bord 
Chancellor on the 30th of November last, and at that interview the 
great inconvenience to the caennens enemas Seneinenee SF the new 
arrangement was made as plain as facts and figures make it. 
On the 11th of August, 1884, an order was made in Council, in pur- 
suance of the Winter Assizes Act, di the next winter assizes for 
the North-east and West Division of the County of Yorkshire to 
be held at Yurk Castle. This order was gazetted on the 22nd of August. 
1884. The expense of taking prisoners and witnesses to York was nec« ssarily 
very great, and the committee regret that so little attention has been given 
to the representations from time to time made to the Home Office on th:s 
subject. They were not prepared, however, to find that, notwithstanding 
the strong case made by the of the 30th of November, the 
qupantenst of last years hiveng Sore Onan Se SUS 20 8 Sheae L 
delivery at York was to be repeated. Notice to this effect ap in 
the London Gazette subsequently to the gazette notice of the 22nd of ye 
The committee have taken up this matter in conjunction with the 8 
Corporation, the Chamber of Commerce, and other bodies, with the view 
of obtaining, if from the Government a pledge that this unfor- 
tunate experiment will not be repeated. 


Associated Provincial Law Societies.—The annual general meeting of these 
societies was held on the 3rd of April last, and was atte by the 
honorary secretary on behalf of the society. The committee are giad to 
observe that the number of country law societies joining the Association 
is steadily increasing. Of the feety-five law societies in existence, twenty - 
nine are now members of it. 

Chancery Business Committee.—A committee has been lately appointed by 
the Lord Chancellor to examine the existing practice, distribution, and 
conduct of business in the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 
Your committee are glad to observe that two solicitors have places on 
this committee—Mr. Roscoe, the vice-president of the Incorporated Law 
Society being one, and the honorar~ secretary of this society being the 
other. These gentlemen were app inted, as they understand, on the 
recommendation of the Incorporated Law Society and the Associated 
Provincial Law Societies respectively. The committee is at present 
engaged on inquiry into the subjeota referred to them. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Gzorcs Crement Bertram, Attorney-General of Jersey, has been 
appointed Bailiff of that island, in succession to Mr. Robert Pipon Marett, 
deceased. Mr. Bertram was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Trinity Term, 1865. 


Mr. Writ1am Henry Venasres Vernon, Solicitor-General of Jersey, 
succeeds Mr. Bertram as Attorney-General of that island. 


Mr. Apotpxus Hirerove Turner, barrister, succeeds Mr. Vernon as 
Solicitor-General of Jersey. Mr. Turner was educated at Christ Church, 
Oxford, where he graduated second class in law and modern history in 
1881. He was called to the bar in Ireland in 1881. 


Mr. Prers Francis Wurrs, Q.C., of the Irish bar, has been appointed a 
Boundary Commissioner for Ireland. 

Mr. Tuomas Prick Wits, solicitor, of Winslow, has been appointed 
Clerk to the County Magistrates at that place, in succession to his father, 
the late Mr. David Thomas Willis. on Seg mentee ree wae 
sated Ae CREO OE Ye the magistrates. He was admitted a 
in 1862. 


Mr. Parrick James Suytu, barrister, M.P., has been appointed Secretary 
to the Irish Loan Fund Board. Mr. Smyth is the son of Mr. James 
Smyth, He was born in 1823, and was called to the bar in Ireland in 
1858. He was M.P. for the county of Westmeath, in the Home Rule 
interest, from 1871 till 1880, when he was elected M.P. for the county of 
Tipperary. 

Mr. Watrer Lizwettyn Lewis, barrister, has been appointed a 
Stipendiary Magistrate for the Island of Trinidad. Mr. Lewis was called 
to the bar at the Middle le in January, 1876. He has on 
the South Wales and Chester t, and at the Glamorgan Carmare 
thenshire, and Pembrokeshire Sessions. 
re ihe 3 Joun McLgiuan, avy (of og oy of —,* 

cLellan), of Rochester, Chatham, Gillingham, been a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Fodhietune. 

Mr. Atexanper CarmicHasL Brvcs, barrister, has been appointed an 
Assistant-Commissioner of Police of the is. Mr. was 
called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1875. He has - 
tised on the North-Eastern Circait, and at the Durham, North 
and Newcastle Sessions. 

Mr. Wiuiu1am Davis Joie, solicitor (of the firm of Ashton & Jolliffe), 
of Runcorn and Frodsham, has been sees > Copter. 
administer Ouths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Joun Wnuearororr, solicitor, of Belper, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to take the Acknowledgments of Married Women for the 
County of Derby. 
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DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Wriuram Joun Granam and Joun Anams, solicitors, 14, Bedford-row, 
London (Graham & Adams). Dec. 11. (Gazette, Dec. 12.] 


Enpoar Fenton, Cuartzs Hart, and Hsnry Wuire, solicitors, Hud- 
dersfield (Fenton, Owen, Hall, & White), so far as regards the said 
Edgar Fenton. Oct. 1. The business will in future be carried on by the said 
Charles Hall and Henry White alone, at Station-street, Huddersfield, 
under the firm of Hall & White. [ Gazette, Dec. 16.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 
Orper or Business ror Hitary Srrrines. 


On the first three days of the sittings the business will be as follows :— 

Court of Appeal, No. 1.—Monday, January 12, Q. B. interlocutory and, 
if necessary, Q. B. final appeals. Tuesday, January 13, The Queen v. 
Yates, by order, and also Q. B. final appeals. Wednesday, January 14 
Q. B. interlocutory and, if necessary, Q. B. final appeals. 

Court of Appeal, No. 2.—Monday, January 12, Chancery interlocutory 
and, if necessary, Chancery final appeals. Tuesday, January 13, Chancery 
ee Wednesday, January 14, Chancery final appeals (con- 

On and after Thursday, January 15, until the circuits are over, appeals 
from the Chancery General List will be taken in both courts as follows :— 

Court of Appeal, No. 1.—From Bacon, V.C., Pearson, J., the Palatine 
Court, and the Bankruptcy Court. 

Court of Appeal, No. 2.—From Kay, J., Chitty, J., North, J., and the 
Probate and Divorce Division. 

The appeals will be taken in the order as they stand in the General 
psenen List, omitting in one court the appeals appointed to be taken in 

er. 
: (ne imag ocagage cae — — No. 1, and Chancery 
interlocu' a in Co o. 2, will be taken, as usual, ever 
Welunaing: ppea ’ , ’ y 








LEGAL NEWS. 


The death is announced of Judge Bradshaw, county court judge at New- 
castle-on-Tyne, who died suddenly on Wednesday night during a concert 
in the Town Hall. 


The official receivers of the North of England have been invited toa 
conference with the Inspector-General in Bankruptcy at the Boaid of 
Trade on Friday. The object is to discuss the working of the Act, and 
the rules under which the official receivers conduct their departments, and 
to se2 what alterations and amendments may be desirable. 


The Attorney-General has intimated to the Bar Committee his desire 
to confer with them on the subject of the selection of counsel to conduct 
those criminal prosecutions which are in the charge of the Treasury 
Solicitor. The very large increase in the number of such cases, in the 
opinion of the Attorney-General, renders the duty of selecting counsel 
both “‘ difficult and distasteful.’’ 


On the 11th inst. the joint members of the Midland and North-Eastern 
Circuits entertained Mr. Justice Wills at dinner at the Albion Hotel, 
Aldersgate-street, in celebration of his recent elevation to the judicial 
bench. A le number of both the past and present members of 
tke two circuits assembled to do honour to the learned judge. The chair 
Was occu} by Mr. S. D. Waddy, Q.C., M.P., and among those present 
were Mr. J Field, Mr. Justice Manisty, Mr. Justice Stephen, Mr. 
Justice Cave, Mr. Justice Butt, and many members of the Bar. 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES, 


Jost Srocx Compantes. 
. LIMITED In CHANCERY. 
Bauancayyes Correr Mixine Company, Loarep.—Petition for wiuding up, 
Dec 12, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, Dec 20. 
Co, m st, solicitors for the petitioners 
a an, G Comrare, a! an atemeie by Kay, J =» Gated 
ov was ordered t 2¢ voluntary up 0 com: con- 
tinned. Pancras lane, solicitor for the peti omer = 
GuayawNa ComPany, LimiITED.—By an order made by Kay, J., dated Novy 28, it 
was that the company be wound up. Clift, solicitor for the petitioner 
Lowspow CELLULOID Company, Limirep.—Petition for winding up, presented Dec 
10, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Dec 20. Lindo and Co, Coleman 
st, solicitors for the petitioner 
MENT AND BUILDING Society, LimiTED.— Petition for wind- 
Fh presented Dec 9, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Dec 20, 
and Son, W »k, solicitors for the petitioners 


Gasette, Dec. 12, 
Husrer axp Company, Limitep.—Creditors are required, on fe before Jan i), 
send their names and addresses, and the rs of their debts or claims, 


BB ay bus, Stockton on Tees. Friday, Jan 90, at 12, is 
pointed Gautay and alledienion meen tha tds al des’ , -* 





IMPERIAL CONTINENPAL WATER CORPORATION, LIMITED.—By an order made by 
Chitty, J., dated Dec 6, it was ordered that the corporation be wound up. 
Norton and Co, Coleman st, solicitors for the petitioner 

Lonpon EstaTE AND MortGaGE Company, LiwrTxep.—Bacon, V.C.. has by an 
coder, Gated gon © ee John Ball Ball, 1, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st, 


LonsDALE LEAD MintnG Company, Lim1TED.—Petition for winding Ma peaguted 
Dec 12, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Jan 7. Evans, tcheap, 
agent for Jones and Co, Liverpool, solicitors for the petitioner 

PILLANs AND Company, LuwtTED.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 9, to 
send their names and addresses, and the of their dehts or claims, to 
J hh Shubrook, 9, Gracechurch st. cee f Jan 16, at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

CATION ASSOCIATION, LimtTED.—Chitty, J., has by an order, dated 
Oct 27, appointed Samuel Lovelock, 19, Coleman st, to be official_liquidator. 
Creditors are required, on or before Jan 16, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Tuesday, Feb 3, at 
11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

UniITED Stock ExcHANGE CoMPANY, LimiTED.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Dec 15, directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on Saturday, Jan 17. 

Bradley, Lombard st, solicitor for the petitioner 

{ Gazette, Dec. 16.) 

IN CHANCERY. 


UNLIMITED i 
No. 1 ComMErciAL InN BENEFIT BUILDING Society, AccrINGTON.—By an order 
made by Bacon, V.C., dated Dec 6. it was ordered that the society be wound 
up. Jo mn and Weatheralls, King’s Bench walk, Temple, agents for Hall 
and Co, Accrington, solicitors for the petitioner = 
(Gazette, Dec. 16.] 


CounTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Great Harwoop Butts Sprnnine CoMPANY, LimITED.—By an order made by the 
Chancellor of the Duchy, dated Dec 9, it was_o soa that the company be 
wound up. Sale, Seddon, Hilton, and Lord, Manchester, solicitors for the 


Victor ENGINEERING CoMPANY, LuwTEep.—Petition for winding up. presented 
Dec 11, directed to be heard before the Vice-Chancellor on Jan 12. Carruthers, 
Liverpool, solicitor for the petitioners 

(Gazette, Dec. 16.] 





Frrenpiy Socretizs Disso.vep. , 
bie i iS Toscmeanat BENEFIT Socrety, George Tavern, George st, Blackfriars 


Gazette, Dec. 12.) 
LEICESTER STAR OF FRIENDSHIP FRIENDLY Society, Golden Lion Hotel, High 
Cross st, Leicester. Dec 11 
NorpEN WorKMEN’s CLUB, Norden, Rochdale, Lancaster. Dec 12 
West BRADFORD FRIENDLY Socr=ErTyY, Millstone Inn, West sie (oe Dec 10 
‘azette, Dec. 16.) 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 
BASLEY, FZEDERICK HAROLD, Cadogan pl, Chelsea, Estate Agent. Dec 23. Basley 
v Sprake. Bacon, V.C. Grenside, Great George st, Westminster 
CREASEY, FRED, High st, Battersea, Licensed Victualler. Jan 9. Creasey v 
Lewis, Chitty, J. Eley, New Broad st 


H, WoopROFFE, Tower Royal, Cannon st, Stationer. Jan 16. Gooch v 
Gooch, Chitty, J. Russ, King William st : 
Hitt, THomas, Bakewell, Derby, Farmer. Jan 10. Hill v Hill, Pearson, J 
Broomhead, Bakewell 
(Gazette, Dec. 12.} 


Batt, ANN, St. Paul’s pl, Balls Pond, Islington. Jan13. Kemp v The Governors 
of Christ’s 9 Chitty, J. Rawle, Bedford row ‘ 
N, MARK, Pontefract, York. Jan 9, Gott v Turner, Bacon, V.C. Atkin- 
son, Pontefract 
[ Gazette, Dec. 16.1] 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


BIcKNELL, Louisa, Filleigh Chudleigh, Devon. Feb 9. Stevens, Queen Victoria st 
BLACKWELL, BENJAMIN BRUNTON, Newcastle upon Tyne, Barrister at Law, Jan 
12. Hoyle and Co, Newcastle upon ae : 
Bers, RoseERtT, Hockham, Norfolk, Plumber. Jan 2. Grigson and Robinson, 
atton 
Berwn, Sew aan, Grasmere, Westmoreland, Hotel Keeper. Dec 81. Gatey, 
eside 
new, ELIZABETH, St John’s Wood rd. Jani. Tyrrell, Raymond bldgs, Gray's 


n 
Clanseom, GEORGE, Huggate Lodge, York, Gent. Jan 1. Jennings and Co, 
e! 
CREE, E4Taunins, Stonehouse, Devon. Jan 1. Vallance and Vallance, Essex 
st, 
Crow, JAMES SHIPLEY, Gateshead, Durham, Tailor. Jan20. Kenmir, Gateshead 


Daw, Tatomas, East Peckham, Kent, Innkeeper. Dec 20, Beale and Co, Maid- 
Dawson, ManrGakeEtT, Spennymoor, Durham, Jan 20, Stillman, Bishop Auck- 
at posse, Marting Gate, Goudhurst, Kent, Farmer. Dec 31. Hinds and 
ey Sucuss, Nowenstte upon Tyne, Agent. Jan 12. Hoyle and Co, New- 
fy=, x a h ter, Brompton, Wholesale Perfumer. Dec 31. Sowton, Bed- 
FiaEe, 20mm, Crook, Westmoreland, Foreman of Woollen Mill. Dec 29. Whit- 


wi 

GREEN, Jonn, Leeds, Hay and Straw Dealer. Jani6. Harland, Leeds 

GRUNDY, JOHN, Sunderland, Agent. Dec 27. Lawson, Sunderland 

asveseas, Aba ELEANOR, Holland rd, Kensington. Jani4. Gibson, Lincoln's 

HANSELL, Rev Epwarv Hatirax, East Ilsley Rectory, Berks. Dec 31. Part- 

ridge and Wilson, Bury St Edmunds 

Haw mm > pi CE, Rossendale, Lancaster. Dec 29. Knowles and Thompson, 
ewchurc 

ieee, sous, Bradford Moor, near Bradford, Gent. Jan 15. Killick and 
‘0, Bradt: 

Hakinoton, Isaac, Carlisle, Gent. Jan 9. Wannop, Carlisle 

HARRINGTON Oar’ , near Carlisle, . Jan9. Wannop, Carlisle 


RoBeERT, 
Hopxinson, GuoraE, Haworth, Bradford, Yeoman. Jan 7. Weatherhead and 


Hurry, Henny Haxzs, Pentonville rd, Islington, Eating-house Keeper. Dec 31 
errloth Haren Pemtpeeliio nl Rin Cee eating _— 
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James, JosEPH, Newcastle upon Tyne, Miller. Jan 12. Hoyleand Co, Newcastle 


upon 
MATHER, JOHN PHILIPS, Bootle, near Liverpool. Jani. Mather, Liverpool 
Mrrenouse, Lovisa CA’ Capel Issa Manordilo, Carmarthen. Dec 26. 
Eyre and Co, John st. Bedford row 
'APIER, Sir JOSEPH, Bart, Portslade, Sussex. Dec 21. Boxall and Boxall, Chan- 
OATLEY, y, HELENA, Rowington Hall, Warwick. Jan 15. Mathews and Co, Bir- 


mingham 
CHRISTOPHER ROBERT, Newton, Cambridgeshire, Esq. Jan 1. 
ef and Co, Whitehall place 
Qusseae, WILLIAM, Stoke Pon, Somerset, Farmer. Jan 15. Bere and Son, 


ROBERTSON, Br Brincet, Parkwood, Torquay. Jan 31. Cookson and Co, New sq, 

co) 

RUMBOLD, WILLIAM JOHN, Engh at, Stratford, Waggon Builder. Jan5, Wheatly 
and Son, New inn, Stran: 

Scorr, SAMUEL, Colton, — Leeds, Farmer. Janié6. Harland, Leeds 

SHonr, Et = ad Lavra, Liandrinio, newaaieieee Jan 15. Mathews and Co, 


Spink, Ricuarp, Leeds, Fruit Dealer. June Harland, Leeds 
——. a: » gua ‘Craven hill, Bayswater, —% Seb 1. Potter and Co, King st, 
ea 
Waevoar™ WILLIAM, Manchester, Baby Linen Manufacturer. Dec 20. Broad- 
e 
Woop, Wiit1AM JocELyn PALMER, Virginia, near Gootchie, Queensland, Grazier. 
Jan 15. Randolph, Chancery lane 
[ Gazette, Dec. 5.] 


Barrett, THOMAS LEWIS, Burnley, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. Dec 29. 
Knowles, Burnie: ley, 

a — Mary Sopui4, Bournemouth. Jan 12. Bolton and Co, Temple 
gdns, Temple 

Burrows, JOHN, Dublin, Merchant La Dec 31. Kent, Norwich 

Cpore, ~~ Bout, Upper Beulah Hill, Upper Norwood. Jan31. Barker, 

0) 

Evans, Davin, Liansantffraid, Glyndyfrdwy, Merioneth, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
Jan 7. ty Denbigh 

Hart, JAMES, Sturry, near Canterbury, Gentleman. Dec 31. Mallam, Hythe 

HEyYwoop, <7) Bk me near Accrington, Lancaster, Calico 
Printer. Ee 1. ood and Son, Manchester 

HEYwoop, W: ‘Teenchester, Woollen Merchant. Jan 14. Addleshaw and 
Warburton, aches 

Hosson, ELIZABETH, Sheffield. Jan 381. Fretson and Son, Sheffield 

J. —— Sa JAMES, Deptford, Kent, Civil Engineer. Jan 10. Lockyer, High 
st, ‘0 

J EROME, WILLIAM Henry, Pickard st, City rd, Warehouseman. Dec 29. Castle, 


Poul 

JoNnES, Mary, South Petherton, Somerset. Jan13. Poole, South Petherton 

——ee Hannau, Chesterfield, Derby. Dec 23. Jones and Middleton, 

e. 

Mount, Frances Louisa, Bath. Jan27. Simmons and Co, Bath 

LEvI, BENJAMIN, Stafford. Jan7. Co Stourbridge 

Morpis, CHARLES, Stretford, Lancaster, Tea Merchant. Jan 1“ Addleshaw and 
Warburton, Manchester 

NEWTON, THOMAS, Astley, Gentleman. Dec 27. Farrington, Manchester 

a = Louisa Lois, Weston super Mare. Feb 5. Baker and Co, Weston 
super 

Rymenet, JouN, Copthall chmbrs, Stock and Share Broker. Dec 31. Willis, 

Roprnson, THomas, Clifton, Westmoreland, Gentleman. Jan 4. Little and 
Lamonby, Penrith 

Dew. — Urian, Devonport, Chemist. Jan 17. Smith and Benett, 

Vvonpo' 
Row, Miny Fanny, Dovenuest. Jani7. Smith and Benett, Devonport 
RUMBOLD, WILLIAM JOHN, Stratford, Waggon Builder. Jan 5. eatley and 


Son, New inn. re 

SHEFFIELD, Orchard st, Dentist. Jan10. Scott, King William st 

SMITH, Wena, ‘Aldridge, Stafford. Jani2. Clarke, Wal Isall 

SNEYD, WinLtnt Rurvs, Melbourne, Australia, Chemist. Jan 31. Marlow and 
0, 

Vageeaee, Gustav, Ratcliff Highway, Ship’s Carpenter. Jan 9. LEdlin, 
hacery lane 

Watts, AC PEARCE, Westbury Leigh, Wilts,Gentleman. Jan 3. Mann and 

Rodway, Trowbrid, ige 

Wear, Joun, Roberttown, Liversedge, York, Wire Drawer. Dec 31. Clough, 

Cleckheaton, via Normanton 
{ Gazette, Dec. 9.] 


ANDREWS, = Sasrome, Harley rd, Hampstead, Esq. Jan 8. Hopgood and Co, 
Bazan Critics, Bette, Aqsoumtedh, dent, Dadian’ Bush, Bristol, 
a LAWRENCE, Hurst Courtney, York, Farmer. Dec 28 
By ; oo * rm THomas, Hugill, W ‘Westmoreland, MF landing P< 17, “ee od 
enda 
Dypeisy ae, Maneanee, Brompton, nr Northallerton, York. Dec 31. Waistell, 
0 
BYERLEY, Mary Scott, Brompton, nr Northallerton, York. Dec3i. Waistell, 
Northallerton 
OppemAmt, ANDREW THOMAS, Old Kent rd, Brewer. Jan3i. Layton and Co, 
nt row 
Daw, WILLIAM, Wickwar, Gloucester, Retired Farmer. Jan 16. Turner and 
Chanter, ‘Wotton-under-Edge 
Dypom, Ety Tomas, Brian Royd, Halifax, Esq. Dec 31. Wavell and Co, 


ax. 
BLL208 Wystam, Bishop Auckland, Mining Engineer. Feb 18. Proud, Bishop 


Goon Ev, Stexey Hurry, Westbury-on-Trym, Esq.,M.D. Feb2. Osborne and 
‘0, 

a SoLtomon, Wilmslow, Cheshire, Joiner. Jan 27. Walton, Grove st, 
Gover, JOR, Berriow, Montgomery, Licensed Victualler. Dec 31. Howell and 


pool 
Harton, JoHN, pPrinces rd, Buckhurst hill, Esq. Dec 20. Hartley and James, 
Somerset st, P..rtman sq 
Hoae, JouN, Neweastle wi Tyne, Gentleman. Jan 14. Wilkinson and 
M ,» Newcastle upon Tyne 
AMELIA, Dorking, Surrey. Jan 15. Fielder and Fielder, 


Lancs, WILLIAM, Hartley, nr Cranbrook, Kent. Dec 25. Beale and 
Maidstone . wie 


Lea, CHarRLEs James, Manchester, Painter. Jan 13. Collier, Manchester 
Moness, Ezz, Pontypool, Monmouth, Cabinet Maker. Jan 31. Edwards, 


‘ontypool 
ee WILLIAM, Shipston on Stour, Gentleman. Jan 1. Hiron, Shipston 
on 
Oggetae, RIOHARD, Yafforth Grange, York, Gentleman. Dec 31. Waistell, 
OUGHTON, ALEXAND of the merchant ship “Silas Curtis.” Dec 
Le Brasseur an a Oakley ny Lincoln's inn . “3 





ay feng Holderness, York, Farmer. Jan 20. Tenney and 
mk ull 


rraquees, Basoes, Devtices, Bes. Doses. Yoo 1. Potter and Oo, King st, ” 


= Gzonge, Qughtbrdes, Ecclesfield, York, Gentleman. Jan 13. Swift 
So Oy Fay Sy ee py eresgerrria Toe 

, SAMUEL, Headingley, nr Leeds, 0 bam Jan3i. Snowdon and Meredith, 
TuuRsBY, WILLIAM, Burnley, Lancaster, Clerk. Jan 20. Bowlings and Co, Essex 
Tegmnane. Lypi Louisa Hanson, Edgware rd. Jan Si. Ellerton, New inn, 
Witom, Racmnanm, Rowse, Waite, Canal Enepaster. Jani0, Norrisand Hancock, 
WIsBEY, CHARLES, Cambridge, Auctioneer. March 25. Ginn and Matthew, 
warren, JOHN, Thornton Heath, Surrey, Coal Merchant. Jan 30. Streeter, 

— (Gazette, Dec 12.) 


ADN. Joun, Reading, Berks, Chiva Merchant. 9%. 7prnip, Renting 
Beacuny, Joxu, Highweck, Devon, Gentlemen. Jan Francis and Co, 


Newton 
B J. Haverford General Outfitter. Jani. James, Haverfordwest 
ay ge bs Great Houghton, Northampton. "San 20. Large, 
BowEN, ALICE, Haverfordwest. Jani. James, Haverfordwest 
——s CArNEnINE, Eanent t rd, Chelsea. Feb 5. Robinson and Dees, New inn, 
Burton, Jonun, York, Esq. Feb 7. Ware apt Ben, 
COLLINS. ANNIE ELIZABETH Che’ Jan Deew, Ch Cheltenham 
DEWE, ELIZABETH ANNE, Upper Richmond rd, yputuey. Feb 2. Graham and 
4 Abingdon 


FowLeR, THOMAS LEVERSAGE, Bromley, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Jan 31. 
Fisher, Essex st, Strand 
VEER, , HANSON, Bilton Court, nr Knaresborough, Esq. Jan 14. Emmet and 


Bee 
FROGGATT. GEORGE, Clay Cross, Derby, Gentleman. Jan 3i. Gee, Chesterfield 
HENNEY Many Erzas ELEANOR, Trentvale,  ecke upon Trent. Jan7. I~uttonand Son, 
ewcast 
HowELt, ApA, Cheltenham. Jan 20. eee, Cheltenham 
JACKSON, ANNIE ELIZABETH, Bath. Jan Stone and Go, Bath 


Kemp, J. § ‘Camden T 4 Jan 31. Mark lane 

— > gmagelenoaes Darham, Durham, Gentleman. Feb 1. Dixon, 
LIsTER, GEORGE, Ughewoed, Norton, Derby, Farmer. Jan3i. Allen, Sheffield 
MACELIN, JAMES WILLIAM, Shaftesbury, Dorset, Gentleman. Dec 31. Mothers- 


= nC Fimo Mudey, Compton Gifford, Devon, Gentleman. June 24. 

er an 

Maes, [our ©. United States of America, Manufactureg of Oiled 
per 17. Clarke, Austin Friars 


Pa 

Noxpa, Louis Feaagem, Hotel Proprietor. Feb1. Van Sandau and 
Co, King st, Cheapside 

OwEN, DAviD GWYNNE, Newport, Monmouth, Surgeon. Jan 17. Roberts, 


Nar 
Park, J. Bury, Lenenaeey Reouiipenden. ‘ey Wine, Sey Bury 
PRITCHARD. orfil, Pem an ames, Haverfordwest 
cep, Marat, Mors Bi rd, Islington, Retired Plumber. Jan 15. Brooke, 


ipemaker. Jani. Brearey, York 
Sanpys, ELIZABETH on Leamington, Warwick. "San 14. Moser and Son, 


Auspows. Titrsouke, Deven, Gentleman. Jan 12. Robinson 


STANDEN, "Putas joaae Market, Bermondsey, 
TOOKEY ag cng on an, Handsworth, Stafford. re 9. Pointon, Birmingham 
Wrobel =F rd, Bedford ro ni * 
eo ’s 
Vr GEORGE W: alin st, Analytical Chemist. Feb 7. Blount 
an Arundel 
St. Alban’s, Esq. Jan 31. Mark lane 
‘or Birkenhead. Jan 2. eel Dn Uncaest 


WIson, THOMAS 
(Gazette, Dec. 16.]} 


WITHERBY, ALFRED, 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT | OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 








Date. Comer =—6Clv.cno. «€6(' ee 
M . ssssseesecee 22 Mr. Pugh Bp, Tecsdabe ’ Mr. Carringtor 
Tuesiey ae 23 Lavie Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. eee Mr. Justice 
Currry. Norra. PEARSON. 
.. 22 Mr. Merivale Mr. Ward Mr. Koe 
. 2 King Pem! Clowes 
The Christmas Vacation will commence the th of Decem- 
ber, ist, and torminnto on ‘Tuesday, the @uh day anuary, both days 
ive, 





LONDON GAZETTES 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Dapiel, Byte, I W., Grocer. Newportand Ryde. Pet Dec8. Ord Deo 9. 
ye 10 at To }» Ryde 


ON A A OEE ERT EL, CER eS AGT ET RE TAN FR net 
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= 
Frederick Charles, Walsall, Chemist. Walsall. Pet Dec 9. Ord Dec 9. | King, Robert, Grows, Cheshire, Farmer. Dec 19 at 2. Official Receiver, 48, 
Exam J! Jan 5 at 12 Hamilton 
Green, Builder. High Court. Pet Nov 18. | Levitt, Swaffham Fen, nr Soham, Cambridgeshire, Farmer. Dec 19 at 12. 


> ww terr, Walham 
Dec's Exam Jan 17 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Suffolk, Hotel Keeper. Ipswich. Pet Dec8. Ord Dec 
See aise 


ham, Cambridgeshire, Butcher. Cambridge. Pet Dee 8. 
bas 7 Matcestentitiie, Bricklayer. Oldbury. Pet Dec 8. 
Thomas, Walsall, Auctioneer. Walsall. Pet Dec 6. Ord Dec 6. 
rantham. Lincolnshire, Licensed Victualler. Nottingham. 
re, + my Nantwich and Crewe. Pet 

Pet. Nov 13. Ord Dec 9. Exam 


High Court. Pet Nov7. Ord Dec 


eee 
I a 


ae 
nd 
; 
nal 


Cranch, A. R., Mervan rd, Brixton, Builde: 
Exam Jan 17 at 11 at 34, Linco *s inn fiel 


9. ds 
ee Sheffield, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet Dec 9. Ord Dec 9. Exam 
an 
Ellis, William Cutmore, Ivy Cottage Estate, Uxbri rd, Builder. High Court. 
Pet Nov 5. Ord Dec 6 Jan 23 at 11 at 34, coln’s inn fields 


Arthnr Wombwel, Brighton, Farmer. Brighton. Pet Dec 10. Ord Dee 
xam ans at 1 
. William James canes. Fenchurch st, Wine Merchant. High Court. 
Nov 22. Ord Deci0. Exam Jan 23 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ate, Samuel i 7, an, Tea Merchant. Manchester. Pet Dec 6. 
a 

eg oy Smethwick, Staffordshire, Millers. Oldbury. Pet 

Exam 9 


Lawrence Argyll st, Regent st, Accountant. igh Court. Pet 
Dec 10. Exam Jan 33 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 

ont > a nr _Fialiies, Earthenware a Halifax. Pet 
‘ an 1 
h, Jane ra and John nities Hatch, West Cowes, Isle of Wight, 
bs nae and Ryde. Pet Dec 10. Ord Dec 10, Exam Jan 14 at 10 at 

‘ownhall. 

olmes, ae e, Couestts. Shropshire, Yeast Dealer. Wrexham. Pet Dec 8. 
Hopkinson, ‘Briggs, Halifax, Contractor. Halifax. Pet Dec 6. Ord Dee 6. 


Jan 
Liverpool, General Broker. Liverpool. Pet Nov 2. Ord 


ey 


eisksl 
fai 


: 
Fk 


ig 
ne 


i 
na 


ee] 


“Dee.” William, 
Exam Dec 18 at 11 at Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria st, 


Jones, Ha ot. Lgenthaidn.-ze-Mochnent, Denbighshire, Saddler. Newtown. 

8. Dec 8. Exam 18 at 12.30 

—_ George Lockwood, nr Huddersfield, Publican. Huddersfield. Pet Dec 
Ord Dec 8. Exam Jan 23 at 10 


es, James, Shrewton, , Wiltshire, Baker. Salisbury. Pet Dec 8. Ord Dec 9. 
oe, Jan 
an, eae, Kent, Draper. Maidstone. Pet Nov 27. 


— eos. Anne, Hinckley, Leicestershire, Milliner. Leicester. Pet Dec 
Morrell, "So Miatcn t Goal Merchant. _Stockto: T d Middl 
3 m on Tees an ies- 
porough. 4 Dec 


h, Manufacturers’ a. Norwich. Pet Dec 
10. Dec 10._ Exam Jan 14 at 2 at the Shire ich 
dolph, Gravesend, Kent, out o: business. Rochester. Pet 
Ra: ~ Ji David, High st tenth d, F Baker. High C P 
ames . Stratfor ‘oreman rT. ourt. Pet 
pve + setae a Exam Jan 22 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Ripe, Sestes Fi cy, Lee, Kent, Gent. Greenwich. Pet Oct 13, Ord Dec 9. 


fe John “Viverbaaton Wood Dealer. Wolverhampton. Pet Dec 10. 
rae Kent, Shoemaker. Maidstone. Pet Nov 26. Ord 


Whittle, Ralph Daniel, ’s Brom Staffordshire, Milk Contracto: d 
wan hen Walsall. Long pale 5 Dec 8. Exam Jan 5 ‘ os Pp — 
Philip Scott, Ossett, Yorkshire, Rag Merchant. A t Dec 8. 

Dec 8. Exam Jan 27 hp ka 
a Evan, Amiwch, Anglesey, Clogger. Bangor. Pet Dec 8. Ord Dec8. 
oTohn, Rear Redruth, C all, Tra Dra: Truro. Pet D Ord 

orn elling 9. 
ae 31 at 11.30 ae :: = 7 eee 


First MEETINGS. 
Afes. Daniel, ate Isle of Wight, Grocer, Wine and — * ong Merchant, and 


Brewer. Dec 2%at2. Chamber of Commerce, 145, foespade 
_ James, Aldeburgh, Suffolk, Hotel Keeper. Dec 22 at | 2.30. Cross Hotel, 
oa Memest, Bast ¢ Harling, Norfolk, Corn Merchant. Dec 20 at 12. 
Receiver, Queen Norwich 


meet oy: 7 Gamnbridge — ee Dec 19 at 1. Official Receiver, 
yer. Jan5atii. Court house, 

a ey New Beeston. Cheshire, Provision Dealer. Dec 19 at 3. Official Re- 
Bill, i, Henry Fhemnas, Walsall pianh, Staffordshire, Auctioneer. Dec 20 at 11.30. Official 
Bokenham. ae Yipee Warnford ct, Stock Broker. Dec 19 at 11. 28 and 29, 
a ar manag An villas, Kilburn. Dee 23 at2. Bankruptcy bldgs, Por- 
Davy, Peter Bmw rh Burry, aud Frank Dery ppienaonte Manchester, Cutlers. Dec 23 at 11. Official 
on David, Birkenhead, Joiner. Dec 19 ~s 0. Official Receiver, 48, Hamilton 
Eves John Morris. Liscard, Cheshire, Builder. Dec 19 at 1. Official Receiver, 


, John, and William Gray, Smethwick, Staffordshire, Millers. Dec 31 at 3. 


pictoria ; W etn Surrey, Carpenter. Dec 19 at 11. Official Receiver, 109, 
Osw. , Shropshire, 
ne, A a hrop Yeast Dealer, Dec 23 at 12. Official 


Herkinen, Bi Halifax, Contractor. Dec 2% ati1. Official Receiver, Town- 


Him ~~ + - aaa Dec 19 at 12. Official Receiver, 8, Quay 
Jamson, John, N 


ae 
,’ 


out of business. Dec 19 at 12. Official Receiver, 
Mochnant, Denbighshire, Saddler. Dec 22 at 1. 





Official , 5, Pi ‘Bee. Ti 
Lodge, Geo sg 2 Eatweed, oe ro adorei, Publican. Dec 22 at 11. Official 
edge, George, Lockw st, H nddersfield 
viaticbazy Shrewton, Wiltshire, Baker. Dec 22 at 12. Official Receiver, 
jury 


Massie, Maidstone, Draper. Dee 20 at 10.30 at 51, Chancery lan’ 
Moose, ten ae Hinckley, Tei Leicestershire, Milliner. Dec 24 at 3. Official 
iver, 


ane. 
Newman, Pt iy Randolph Genre Gravesend, Kent, out of business. Dec 23 at 12 


Papi cat LA H, Cheniston gdns, Repenaten, Ole Clerk in Holy Orders. Dec 29 at 12. 


Portugal st, Lin 
pn ng Henry —y bert Beresford, Pall Mall, Auctioneer. Dec 29 at 12, at 33, 


Carey st, Lino t inn 
, 0 rrard st, Soho, late Surgeon. Dec 23 at 11 at 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn” 


Pye, John, Widnes, Lonestieien, Tool Maker. Dec 22 at 2. Official Receiver, 


865, Victoria st, Liv 
chardson, Gnaries Eleary, , Stratford, Essex, Builder. Dec 29 at 2 at 33, Carey 
st, pe a inn 
Rixon, George, Regent st, Club Manager. Dec 29 at 11 at 38, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


oy Conn, cog am gga Priors, Warwickshire, Saddler. Dec19at2. Offi- 
venti 
Weddell, William and William Jones Evans, Léverpoel, Tea Dealers. Dec 22 at 
8. Official ver. 36, Victoria st, Liverpoo 
Welthend, Thomas, Maidstone, Shoaedinn’ Dee 20 at 2. Official Receiver, Week 


dstone 

Whittle, Ralph Daniel, King’s Bromley, Staffordshire, Milk Contractor. Dec 22 
at 12.30. Swan Hotel, Litchfield 

W. , vam, Amlwceh, Anglesey, Clogger. Dec 22 at 12.30. Queen’s Head 

Wise, * Horatio. J oe sine James, i Beaton, Surrey. Dec 22at12. Official Receiver, 


109, Victoria st. 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Besnett, Asthus, Soham, Cambridgeshire, Butcher. Cambridge. Pet Dec 8, 


Ragneiey John, Wolverhampton, Factor’s Clerk. Wolverhampton. Pet Dec 5. 
ae, Aldeburgh, Suffolk, Hotel Keeper. Ipswich. Pet Dec8. Ord 
SS oe Voice, ae, | Leicestershire, Yarn Agent’s Mana- 
Bradley, ‘Wilham, Nottingham, Boot Manufacturer. Nottingham. Pet Nov 24. 
Chantrell, Frederick Stuart, Liverpool, Building Material Merchant. Liverpool. 
Pet Nov 18. Ord Dec 8 

Collins, James, Beaumont st, Portland pl, Furniture Remover. High Court. 
Novi4. Ord Dec 9 A 

Opts om aie T., jun, Nottingham, Contractor. Nottingham. Pet Dec’6. 
Dee. J John, ond Fi: and Foederick Norton, Hulme, Manchester, Grocers. Sa'ford. Pet 


Hopkingon, ne Halitax, Contractor. Halifax. Pet Dec6. Ord Dec 
Saat eet olverhampton, Galvanizer. Wolverhampton. Pet ee 10. 


Juby, A Leicester, Fruit Salesman. Leicester. Pet Nov6. Ord Dect 
Lawes, George Richard, Wylye, Wiltshire, Miller. Salis 


5 bury. Pet Nov 21. ‘ora 
i mt, Aired, Swaffham Fenn, Cambridgeshire, Farmer. Cambridge. Pet Dec 
Lodge, Georee, Lockwood, nr Huddersfield, Publican. Huddersfield. Pet Dec 
Newnes. 4 Alexis Randolph, Gravesend, out of business. Rochester. Pet Dec 9. 
Pearson, William, Lutterworth, Leicestershire,Gent. Leicester. Pet Aug 29. 
Rate Sere, Hebest Beresford, Pall Mall, Auctioneer. High Court. Pet 

James, Carrington, Nottingham, Builder. Nottingham. Pet Oct 25. Ord 
sor’ Gocrpe, Pichenda, South st, Islington, Beer Retailer. High Court. Pet 
oe, Weise, Gogthport, Lancashire, Contractor for Public Works. Liverpool. 
Spiers Pi oury Hoben, Birssinghem, Gold Chain Manufacturer. Birmingham. 
Bericklend, George, Chudleigh, Devonshire, Watchmaker. Exeter. Pet Oct 29. 
be ma = pDec i Oka bees on Hull, Late Licensed Victualler. Kingston on Hull. 


Robert, Huddersfield, Joiner. Huddersfield. Pet Oct 21. Ord Dec 9 
l, aed Bromley, Staffordshire, Milk Contractor. Walsa'l. 


by’ ~ (tty Pp Scott, Ossett, Yorkshire, Rag Merchant. Dewsbury. Pet Dec 8. 
by Bry , Tom, St Margaret’s ter, Kilburn, Grocer. High Court. Pet Oct 17. 
Woollams, pour, $ Gt Missenden, Buckinghamshire, Builder, Aylesbury. Pet 


Novs. Ord 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Witenes, ans, Mishel, Fish st hill, Asphalte Importer. High Court. Adjud Apr 


Tyner] Deo. tH, 1884. 
Abbot, John, Bideford, Dees ze Builder. Barnstaple. Pet Dec 12. 


hire, Can 
aw om Jan 9 at 11 at B at l, Barnstaple x ich. 
xander, Thomas, O Machine Maker. Norw 
pret Decio 0. Ord Dec 1 Exam Jan 14 at Sev Mac Norwich Castle 
Wickham, Sussex, out of business. B 


hton. Pet Dec 12. 
1 Ord Bee i —.% Jan 8 at 12 = 


seman, Geass O xford, Butcher. Oxford. Pet Dec1, Ord Decii. Exam 
ey p 12 


Breathwaite, J oseph, Derby, out of business. Derby. Pet Dec 1%. Ord Dec 12. 





Exam Jan 12 


Brightmore, J North Wool B . wich, Pet Aug 6. 
Ori Nov th.” Byam Jan ati Tt Memb Buldes, Grosnwich, et Aug 


Browns, t, Ha, Heath, Sussex, Nurseryman. Brighton. Pet 
4 Ord Doo ts 12. faa Jan satis” “ 


George, and Ambrose Frederick Mined, mam ct, Fish st hill, Licensed 
Victuallers. h Court. Pet Decii, Ord Decit, Exam Jan 90 at li at 4, 


in’s inn fie 
gy Tenby, Pembeol Grocer, Pembroke D Pet Deo m6. 


G guid, Rick 23 at 11.30 at 130 at County 
Mg Cine ae. apg Capewly Rp Meise 
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Tokmonm, Goatees, New Clee, Lincolnshire, Vessel Owner. Gt Grimsby. 
Pet Dec 18. Ord Deci3. Exam Dec 31 at 12 at a 


"ifsc Bam iward, Nottingham, Chemist. Nottingham. Pet Dec 12. Ord 
Saif Man: 
eDeet2 John, Pen. Seenchaater, out of business, Salford. Pet Dec 12. Ord 
Las, BS Coventry, Silver Watch Case Maker. Coventry. Pet Dec 11. Ord 
y pthzam Jan at at County Hall, Coventry 
. Julians F ‘en ct, Fenchurch st, Wine Merchant. Court. Pet Dec 
Maker. Oxford. Pet Dec 6. 


Lewis ite ene van OF Ot 1d B6 Oe Smo 8 tan Set 
Stnen Charice, ingdon, Berkshire, Boo 
Linfield, Th me iett bn ham Junction, Builder's Clerk, Wandsworth. 
e omas, 0. unctio s Cler! an 
Pet Nov 18. Ord Dee 11 ™ 
l. Pet Dec 10. Ord Dec 


com, St Helen’s Manabi endtncer. Live 
13. Dec 22 at 11.30 at Court house, Governmen bldgs, Victoria st, Liver- 


y 
wie pera John, Batectd, Nottingham, Coachman. Nottingham. Pet Dec 12. 
Palmer, Gog eam Jon Grand Promenade, B: Chemist ge Court. Pet 
Dee 12. Dec 12.. Exam Jan 22 at 12.30 at 34 coln’s inn fiel 
Pease, Jam oh Gloucestershire, Co! Manager. Gloucestek, Pet 


Dec 11. Ord Dec 11. an 20 
Rea. | Wiiem 8., Liverpool, Tallow Chandler. Liverpool. Pet Dec 11. Ord 


Pr _— Dec 22 at 11.30 at Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria st, 

verp 

Rhoades, T Thomas, Portfield, nr Ti out of business. Brighton. Pet Dec 
12, Ord Dec12. Exam Jan 8 at 

. d, Ironmonger. Whitehaven. Pet Dec 

10. Dec 29 at 12 

Smith, Tho Slaithwaite, nr Huddersfield, Slater. Huddersfield. Pet Dec 12. 
Ord Dec 12. Exam ” 





Jan 23 at 10 
Stanley, William, and John Bowker Wainwright, agement, Grocers. Man- 
mippert, grt Nov 17. Ord Decii. Exam Jan 5 at 12.30 
Frederick John, Colville rd, Not otting Hil a Court. Pet 
ie a Dec ii. Exam rans 9 a8 18 oe, ’s inn fi 
Warren, W. G., High st, Peckham, Hos Court. Pet Nov 6. Ord Dec 


11. Exam Jan 20 at 11 at 34, Lincoln's inn fiel 


The following Amented Hatios is —— * for that published in the 
don Gazette of Dec 
= John, Weiveisearen Wood Dealer. ‘ chvettiindsijhe: Pet Dec 10, 
rd Dee 10, *Exam Dec 22 


First b 

Abbot, John, Bideford, Devonshire, Carriage Builder. Dec 24 at 12.15. The 
Geange and Railway Hotel, Victoria st, Bristol 

Addison, Geo Barnabas, "Adam’s ct, Old Broad-street, Broker. Jan 1 at 12. 
33, Carey st. coln’s inn 

Alexander, — Orford Hill, Norwich, Sewing Machine Maker. Dec 28 at 12. 
Official Receiver, Norwic 

Allen, peer eee, Walsall, Staffordshire, Chemist. Jan 5 at11. Official 


Receiv 

Atkinson, eaioeek James, Michael’s grove, South Kensington, Gent. Dec 29 at 
11. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Beeney, Robert, Wickham, Paichaster, out of business. Dec 24 at 1. Official 
Seomves, 99 39, Bond st, Brighto 

Breat thwaite, uw oseph, Derby, oa of business. Dec 26 at 12.30. Official Receiver, 


St James’s chbrs, Derb: 

Brightmore, John, No: Woolwich, Kent, Builder. Dec 28 at 2. Official 
Receiver, 109, Victoria st, we 

Beaty, Edward, Grantham, calnshire, Licensed Victualler. Dec 23 at 12, 
Offi Receiver, Exchange’ walk N ottingham 

Operas, Mary, Nottingham. Dec 23 at 2. Official Receiver, Exchange walk, 

Cutts, anew, Sheffield, Grocer. Dec 24at11. Official Receiver, Figtree lane, 


pohefiiel 
7 Bs Arthur eel, Brighton, Farmer. Dec 24 at 12. Official Receiver, 
) 


~ st, B: 
iy Won ht, Manchester, Tea Merchant. Dec 23 at 3. Official 

Oeosee | Ogden’s ch 3 Brides st, Manchester 

Grimbly, Samuel, Ball’s P rd, Grocer. Dec 30 at 2 at Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s hay fisids” 

wi John, Mount ——, id Halifax, Earthenware Dealer. Dec 24 at 11. 
Official Receiver, Townhall chbrs, Crossley st, Halifax 

Hatch, Jane Brown, and John Oorasiing Xia Hatch, West Cowes I.W, Painters. Dec 
21 at 1 at Chamber of Commerce, 145, C pside 

Hofmeier, Johann Georg, Filmer Ae teas Ta atchmaker, Dec 980 at 11 at 33, 


Cc 

Holden, John Rose, Ethelden rd, Shepherd’s Bush. Dec 29 at 2 at 33, Carey 
st Lincoln’s inn 

so Ly ge Watling st, Commission Agent. Dec 30 at 1 at 38, Carey st, 

ncoln’s inn 
a H, —— st, Stoke Newington. Watchmaker. Dec 30 at 3 at 33, Carey st, 
coln’s 
J aes, John, Basinghall st, out of business. Dec 30 at 2 at 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


a Hea: Somer, St Leonard’s, Sussex, Widow. Jan 1 at 11 at 33, Carey 

st, CO) n 

Lee, Edwin, Coventry, rea Silver Watch Case Maker. Dec 24 at 11. 
Official Receiver, 46, Jordan Ss 

Lewis, James Charles, Abingdon, Berkshire, Bootmaker. Dec 30 at 12, Official 
Receiver, 1 1, ns pipete st, Oxford 

Lovack, David, Bledington, Gloucestershire, out of business. Dec 23 at 11.30. 


Count Court, Chel 
pate, Clerk. Dec 30 at 12. 


OWtighena. tie kie, Holly Vill 
‘foe tey bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's i s inn fi 

Me —, I — ostrevor ter, Fulham, phe ney Dec 30 at 11. 33, Carey st, 

coln’s 

Murrey, , David, pes Bigewich, Manufacturers’ Overlooker. Dec 23.at 11.90, Offi- 
ro ver, N 

Pease, James, Nownhem, Gloucestershire, Colliery Manager. Dec 23 at3. 84, 
Barton st, Gloucester 

Raine, John, Sandeciand, Coal Merchant. Dec 23 at 2. 82, John st, Sunder- 


land 

Ruetes. Tho , Portfield, nr Chichester, out of business. Dec 24 at 3.80. Offi- 

Receiver, ; Bond st. Brighton 

Roberta John, Cleator Moor, Cumberland, Ironmonger. Dec 24 at 2.30. 67, 
Duke st, Whitehaven 

ay 4 John, Wolverhampton, Wee Dealer. Dec 24 at 10.30, Official Receiver. 

ter’s Close, W: Wolverhampto 

Smith, “Thomas, Slaithwaite, nx Huddersfield, Slater. Dec 2at 11, Official Re- 
ceiver, Huddersfield 

Sza) ira Jacob, Brighton, Jeweller. Deo 24 at 2.30, Cannon st Hotel 

Wiiby ivan a Scott, Ossett, Yorkshire, Rag Merchant. Dec 23 at 10, Official 
Recdiver, ank chbrs, Batley 

Woolcvock, John, Redruth, Cornwall, Draper. Dec 23 at 12, Official Receiver, 
Boscawen st, ‘Truro 





Wyck Piiem. Oldbury, , Worcestershire, Bricklayer. Oldbury. Pet Dec 8. Ore 
eee ig ee Srna 1 ence AAR 
Beene ; Robert, Wickham, Chichester, out of busiest, Brighton. Pet Dec 12. 
sg ~ ped Wimbledon, Surrey, Builder. Kingston, Surrey. Pét Aug 20. Ord 
Deve, Satin, Staplefield, Cuckfield, Sussex, Builder. Brighton. Pet Nov 21. 
Byeeete, Seneys, Sunderland, Tobacconist. Sunderland. Pet Nov 27. Ord 


Dec 1 

ell, Dean, Newcastle Tyne, Drysalter. Newcastle Tyne 
Mites Odbes = bx 
Coats, John, Met neh Je Hull, Draper. Kingston upon Hull. Pet Noy 29. 


ee Oe High Court. Pet Novi7. Ord 


Quite, Matthew, Sheffield, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet Dec 9. (Ort Deg 10 
- “Tae , Trophime, Salter’s Hall ct, Merchant. High Court. Pet Oct 31. Ord 
i Sa Wolverhampten, Washer. Wolverhampton. Pet Nov 26. 


Fuller, Jones, Durgesh Hill, Gasgen, Ldnunsed Vietouiien, Brighton. Pet Nov 
Gates, Th Thomas Kingsford Wood, Preston, Sussex, Builder. Brighton. Pet Nov 


Ord 12 
Ginns, Thomas, Hinckley, Leicestershire, General Draper. Leicester. Pet Nov 
Hoxtieg, zea, Meant Pelion, nr Halifax, Earthenware Dealer. Halifax. Pet 


Honghiion, Ray wl motiaiaeh, Worcestershire, Stonemason. Birmingham. Pet 
Eagatis, Ravello, Mincing lane, Colonial Broker. High Court. Pet Oct 31. Ord 


Knott, 5 ohn, Hulme, Manchester, out of business. Salford. Pet Dec 12. Ord 
Dec 1 
Lazenby, Francis, Wheldrake, Yorkshire, Tailor. York. Pet Nov 2. Ord 


pathey. O Chation, Colchester, emg. Pet Nov4. Ord Dec 13 
Lewis, Ed rd, Wrexham, Den Wrexham. Pet Nov 24. 


Ord 
Lucas, Foln, St Helen’s, Lancashire, Engineer. Liverpool. Pet Dec 10. Ord 


13 ‘ 
Mega, Robert, Oldham, Lancashire, Cotton Dealer. Oldham. Pet Deci. Ord 
a, renbyerhgerias Tailor. High Court. Pet Oct 9. Ord 


vowss, Hy W., Brighton. Pet Oct 2. Ord Deo 12 
em 5 te sna’ Wain Ln pens ag “Farmer. Great Grimsby. Pet ‘Dec 5. 


Ralph, James, Little Britain, Fancy Stationer. High Court. Pet Noy 10. pra 
Reiph, William 8., Liverpool, Tallow Chandler. Liverpool. Pet Dec 11. Ord 


Rhoades, , “Ty Portfield, nr Chichester, out of business. Brighton. Pet Dee 
Da Swansea, Builder. Soranae. Pet Nov 26. Ord Dec 
ms, Mary ae Amesbury, Wiltshire, Baker. Salisbury. Pet Nov 2%. Ord 


Stns, 
Sinith, ‘Charles Philip, Sydney st, Chelsea, Bar Law Student. High Court. Pet 
Smith, Thomas, Slaithwaite, nr Huddersfield, Slater. Huddersfield. Pet Déc 12. 


Ord Dec 13 

Steven, Oswald, Leamington Priors, Warwickshire, Saddler. Warwick. Pet 
¥ . , Hatter. Leeds. Pet Aug 6. Dec 12 

Tari, Soaps, Areie nr leeds * Pet Ang 6. x 

be eld, Steel Manufacturer. Sheffield. Pet Nov 26. Ord 

Dec 1 








DEATHS. 
= Thomas 
Dm2eT". 7. Ste Honduste, pw ayy yn ad 
WALKER.—Dec, 12, John Lucas Walker, law, eldest oon of the late 
Edward Walker, of Lincoln’s-inn, aged 40. 





The Subscription to the Soxtcrrors’ Journat is—Town, 26s. ; Country, 
28s. ; with the Waexty Rerorrer, 52s. Payment in advance includes 
Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Volumes 
bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 














Allen, Frederick Charles, Walsall, Btaitordishive, Chemist. Walsall. Pet Dec 9, 
Ord Deo 11 
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‘SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 


Aap Tyeventie Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Soluble Coco of the Finest Quality 
with the excess off extracted. 

oun eed it “* as most ng eee per- 
muncheon, or 

8u , and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

» Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 
Being it sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates keeps gh pee in all climates, and is four 
times the atetngth of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with , &c., and IN BEALITY OHEAPER than such 


=> instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cosssaema 4 La Vanitxz is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolaie, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 
In tins at 1s. 6d., my GO. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 


rocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 
H. Scuwszrrzzz 4 Co.,10 Adam-st,, Strand, I ondon, W. 
A DVUOWSON WANTED, to PURCHASE, 
in South of ¢ Engiend. One of very small value 
not ene. Earl 7 ones but not necessarily 
te. Moderate urchman.—Address, 
Rev. M.A., Mr. Eland’s Li x, Exeter. 
ORTGAGE.— Wanted, £7,000, at 5 per 
Cent., on substantial Block of Residential 
Chambers, situate within two miles of the Bank. 
Princi; or Solicitors only.—Address, M., *‘ Solici- 
tors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane. 
AW.—Situation Wanted in a Splicitor’s 
oes as Copying and General Be pt small 
salary ; wis! gain experience ; erences. 
— Address, H ne 65, Norfo some, Bayswater, W. 
AW.—A Wentleman, aiticled 1n London, 
qualified, but not Admitted, who has read with 
a Conveyancing Counsel, Desires a Convemsnee® 
, or General Clerkship, in town or count 
Moderate salary ; good references.—Address, 8. J. W., 
Wi Cornhill, London. 
AW.—Wanted, by a Solicitor (Admitted 
1881), a Re-engagement as Soumeyensies Clerk ; 
— R. 


moderate.—Address, 
A. CLARKE, Norwood, Kir’ by Lonsdale. 


AW TUTUK.—A Barrister coaches for 
Freee Solicitors’, and all Legal Examin ations 
‘taken separately. Terms moderate.— 
hot L. C., “ Solicitors’ Journal’ Office, 27, 
Chancery-lane, W.c. 
1% BOUsS.—To the Legal Profession. 
—WILDY & SONS, Law Booksellers and Ex- 
porters, Lincoln’s-inn Archwa , London, W.C., are 
open to PURCHASE L W LIBRARIES (large or 
small) in Town or Genter. Valuations made for 


























Pro Partnership, &c. (Licensed Valuers). 

Estab! 1830. 

LS yp one me ag Solicitors. and 
& CO., 136 


Y SOTHERAN 
W.C. poe Booksellers, are prep: 
LIBRARIES, or Smaller Collections 
of Boo wee a or country, and to give the 
Utmost in Cash. Experienced Me sent. 
Removal without trouble or expense to 
(Established 1816.) 


Pt azine DISPOSAL (Privately), 194 Volumes 
Wiste Dee” all calf-bound; only £50. 


vendors. 








Te you want Money without f'ees—amounts 
ans to £1,(00—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
CLIBURN, personally if possible, 40, Great Tower- 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE PSS MAKERS, 
BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her a the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
cial Bench Corporation of London &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARB ‘STERS 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars,Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peac 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDOV, 


NEW EDITION, 


AIN’S SOLICITORS’ BOOK.KEEPING 
this mig = i qniveraaly Spted ae “Tenth 


i a “ye 

KAIN No 8 94 PERFORATED DRAFT BILLS 
of COSTS ROOK, 500 pages, with Index, price 9s. 6d., 
and all the necessary Copyright Account Books, &c., under 
the systems (including, when a . uired, special books), to 
be oe of Kary, Brown, & Co., Law Accountants, Audi- 
tora, C ts Draftsmen, &c., 69, Chance -lane, W.C.; orof 
their Publishers, WATERLOWBROTHERS Layton, Birchin- 
lane, E.C. Price List of Books and full explanation free 
on application to K,. B., & Co. 


Now ready, price 9d. 
HE LAW ALMANAOK for jeg 4 contains 











Revised —— under Denkrpeey Act. 
THomas Scott, Warwick-court, Iborn; and all 
Law Stationers. 


PABIN ERSHIP. — To University Men, 
Barristers, and Solicitors with £2,000.—A 
Vacancy occurs, which must shortly be filled, in a 
lucrative, interesting, and high-class old Business 
requiring some legal knowledge and li ability. 
—Address, by letter only, C. 8., - of E. M. Chubb, 
Solicitor, 11, Pancras-lane, E ies tating age 
which bar or branch of law has been’ follow > and 
other qualifications. 


M* WALTER LAWRENCE (late Scholar 
of at Se. John’s College, Oxford), Barrister-at- 
in Chambers for the Roman Law and 
oy wien oat Solicitors’ Intermediate and Final 
Examinations. — Address, 4, Hare-court, Temple. 


R. C. EASTON JOLLIFFE, LL.M. 
Cambridge. gee coaches tor all Legal 
Examinations. Fight years’ experience. Only one 
failure in the last two years. Classes for April 
Solicitors’ Final and Intermediate begin January 19, 
Fee, 10 guineas.—13, Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 


UITION. — Two Barristers (Cambridge 
Graduates) Read with Pupils, in Classes and 
separately, for the Examinations of the Inns of Court. 
the Law eden. and the Institute of Chartered 














Accountants. Special attention to backward pupils. 
—Adaren s, EXaM., Reeves & , 100, Chancery 
ane. 





LASSES for PRELIMINARY LAW.— 
Matriculation, Civil Seeview, r other 2 @ 
tions held in the Temple Be as 
(London) and M Fe Te ag D. 
Louvain}, Avocat. Terms very moderate.—Address. 
. VANDENPEEREBOOM, 5, Thanet-place, Strand. 








CITY OF LIVERPOOL. 
SSISTANT TOWN CLERKSSIP.—The 


Finance and Estate yg of _ Council 


“ the City of Jeweapens_ ave 


ve 


a for the Appointment o 0! pee, Town 


erk. App 
> must 


coo m' 


hly experienced in Conveyanc- 


= subject to a contribution 


a £850 per a 
of) 6 per Ce ent. to the Corporation Superannuation 


tleman ap 
devote wee whole time An 


will not be allowed to undertak 





ointed will be required to 
e duties of his office, and 
e any private practice. 


The engagement will be determinable by three 
months’ ames on either side, which may be given at 
any time. Applications, accompanied by testimonials, 


and stating the, as e age o 


the candidate, must be en- 
Town De and _ sent, 
addressed ete Or te of 


the Finance and Estate 


mene ny under cover, to the Town Clerk, 
Munici Offices, Edeespoel, before the 22nd of 


December, 1884.—By ord 
GEORG. 


J. ATKINSON, Town Clerk. 


Town Clerk’s Office, 5 Fn 5th December, 1884. 
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